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ABSTRACT 
COLLEGE IMPACT ON CIVIC ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS OF ASIAN 
AMERICAN AND WHITE UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS: A COMPARATIVE 
STUDY 
FEBRUARY 2008 
CHIAKI KOTORL B.A., SOPHIA UNIVERSITY 
M.A., WEST CHESTER UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Gary D. Malaney 
The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of college experiences 
on Asian American college students’ civic development at two public institutions in 
comparison with those of White students by utilizing longitudinal data from the Diverse 
Democracy Project. Students’ democratic orientation was measured by six related 
scales including social justice orientation, acceptance of conflict in democracy, 
acceptance of multiple perspectives, self-efficacy for social change, social leadership 
abilities, and pluralistic orientation. The study first compared the level of democratic 
orientation between Asian American students and White students using Multivariate 
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) prior to college (Summer/Fall 2000) and at the end 
of their sophomore year (Fall 2002) to determine whether there was any difference 
viii 
between the two groups at each point. In order to assess how each group ot students 
changed over the two years in their democratic orientation, the repeated measures 
MANOVA was conducted. The results of the MANOVA indicated that White students 
were likely to exhibit a greater level of civic outcomes overall than Asian Americans at 
each time of measurement. The repeated measures MANOVA suggested that 1) both 
groups of students fared higher in their acceptance of multiple perspectives at the end of 
their second year, and 2) while White students increased their social justice orientation, 
Asian American students did not change in this orientation. 
Second, two types of hierarchical regression analyses were performed to 
investigate the influence of college experiences on students’ civic development and to 
determine how students’ entry characteristics, high school experiences, and college 
experience each accounted for the variance that predicted the outcome variables at the 
end of the sophomore year separately for Asian American and White students. The first 
model used the democratic orientation measured at the end of sophomore year as the 
dependent variable to understand the influence of college experiences on where students 
stood. The second model used the change between the pre-measurement and post¬ 
measurement of the democratic orientation as the dependent variable to determine the 
magnitude ol college experiences on how much students changed. The results of 
regression analysis indicated that while college experiences were positively associated 
IX 
with White students’ six civic outcomes, they had influence only on two of the outcome 
variables for Asian American students. The dissertation aimed to contribute to the body 
of literature in the field by supplying empirical evidence as well as by proposing policy 
implications. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
[B]eing a citizen is a role that, somehow or other, has to be learned. Citizens 
need knowledge and understanding of the social, legal and political system(s) 
in which they live and operate. They need skills and aptitudes to make use of 
that knowledge and understanding. And they need to be endowed with values 
and dispositions to put their knowledge and skills to beneficial use. (Heater, 
1999, p. 164) 
American democracy rests on active and responsible civic engagement, and 
college graduates are expected to assume leading roles in making positive changes in 
society (Astin, 1997; Dewy, 1916). Civic skills required as active citizens often include 
leadership skills, interest in social issues, and participation in political and societal 
activities (Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, & Stephens, 2003). In order to help students to 
gain and develop their civic development characterized by such skills, colleges and 
universities offer a variety of both academic and extra-curriculum opportunities 
(Jacoby, 1996). While research has shown positive impacts of college education on 
various outcomes such as increased awareness of social issues and the development of 
leadership skills (Astin & Sax, 1998; Astin, Sax, & Avalos, 1999; Pascarella & 
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Terenzini, 2005), previous research has not provided clear evidence on how higher 
education may influence students of different racial/ethnic backgrounds such as Asian 
American students. This dissertation examined Asian American students’ civic 
orientation at two public institutions by utilizing data from the Diverse Democracy 
Project (Hurtado, 2003). The Diverse Democracy Project (Hurtado, 2003) is a multi- 
institutional longitudinal survey project in which students were asked questions about 
their attitudes, behaviors, and related skills regarding participation in a democratic 
society at two different points in their tenure as college students. For this dissertation, 
items pertaining to respondents’ democratic values and behaviors in the survey were 
examined in a pre-post research design in order to assess 1) whether there was any 
change/gain observed in Asian American students’ civic competence after two years of 
college exposure compared to their White counterparts, 2) whether college experiences 
had any influence on their democratic orientation at the end of their sophomore year, 
and 3) whether college experiences had any impact on the change/gain observed during 
the two years. 
Background of the Problem 
It is conventionally claimed that American democracy presumes its citizens’ 
active engagement (McCoy & Schully, 2002), and civic development has long been 
considered as an important intended outcome of American education (Dewey, 1916). 
i 
Broadly speaking, the term "civie development" is defined as one's “inclinations and 
capacities related to open inquiry and genuine debate” (Colby et al., 2003, p. 16), and 
refers to such skills and competence as civic values, effective communication skills, 
and leadership skills needed in order to actively participate in a democratic society 
(Sax, 2000). In recent years, civic development has received increased attention in the 
higher education community as a valuable aspect of a college education (Colby et ah, 
2003; Galston, 2003; Kellogg Commission, 1999) providing students with 
opportunities to participate in a variety of political and community activities. Students 
develop awareness of social and political issues and communication skills to contribute 
to making a difference in their communities (Battistoni, 1997; Colby et ah, 2003; 
Gutmann, 1987) and to become civically responsible persons (Bellah, Madsen, 
Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 1991). 
In keeping up with such expectations, a review of literature during the 1970s 
and 1980s indicated that “changes toward greater altruism, humanitarianism, and sense 
of civic responsibility and social conscience occur during the college years” 
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, p. 277). That is, educational attainment has lasting 
effects on participation in voting, political discussion, and activism after graduation 
from college, suggesting that college educated adults are more actively involved in 
civic affairs (Knox, Lindsay, & Kolb. 1993). More recently, college impact studies 
3 
have shown similar effects of various college environments and experiences such as 
classroom-based civic education and community service (e.g., Galston, 2001). For 
example, service-learning opportunities are found to foster students’ civic concern for 
the social good (Rhoads, 1998). Leadership experiences during college are also 
effective in enhancing their interpersonal skills and practical knowledge (Kuh, 1995). 
Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) recently updated their meta-analysis of college impact 
studies, and they concluded that individuals with a bachelor’s degree “appear to 
promote significantly higher levels of community and civic involvement” (p. 586). Not 
surprisingly, college educated Americans are generally more engaged and interested in 
politics than those without higher education, and this was evidenced during the 2004 
presidential election where American youth (aged 18-24) with some college education 
voted at a higher rate (59.0%) compared to those who had only completed high school 
(33.7%) (Lopez, Kirby, Sagoff, & Kolaczkowski, 2005). 
While previous studies suggest that a college education in general helps 
students to develop a variety of civic values and related skills, and have positive effects 
on their civic involvement as responsible citizens, relatively little empirical evidence 
exists which investigated Asian American students’ civic engagement (Greene & 
Kamimura, 2003). Higher education literature on Asian American students has 
typically portrayed them as the “model minority” who have overcome discrimination 
4 
and have achieved academic success (Suzuki, 2002), and less attention is usually given 
to their leadership development (Liang, Lee, & Ting, 2002) although Asian youth’s 
(18-24 years old) lower voter turnouts (35.5%) compared to their same age cohorts of 
African Americans (47.3%) and White Americans (49.8%) (Lopez & Kirby, 2005). 
In the larger political scene, Asian Americans’ political and civic engagement 
does not flourish, either, in comparison to other racial/ethnic groups (Lien. 1997; 
Nakanishi, 1986; Watanabe & Liu, 2002). Unlike other racial/ethnic groups whose 
political participation is highly correlated with their education and income levels, 
college educated Asian Americans are not engaged in political and civic affairs to the 
same degree as their counterparts with similar socioeconomic backgrounds (Ecklund & 
Park, 2005). For example, Asian Americans' voting rates are constantly lower than 
those of White, African, and Hispanic Americans (Lien, 1998), and they are also less 
active in other forms of political activities such as participating in political campaigns, 
signing a petition, contacting public officials by phone or in writing, and serving on a 
local council compared to other groups (Junn, 1999). Brackman and Erie (2003) 
speculated that some of the factors that may affect Asian Americans’ lack of political 
participation would include Buddhism-Confucius influences that emphasize “hierarchy, 
subordination to authority, passivity, and resignation” (p. 233), divided interest in 
“domestic/foreign political concerns” (p. 234), language difficulties, discriminatory 
5 
practices that long disqualified Asian descendents from becoming Americans, and 
socioeconomic obstacles. Another possible factor associated with their lower political 
participation may be the high proportion of foreign-born Asian Americans (34.4% as 
opposed to 4.5% in the total population) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004), and their relative 
unfamiliarity with the electoral system in the United States may contribute to their 
lower voting rates. 
One area that has yet to be investigated and merits more scholarly attention is 
the role of higher education in instilling democratic values while Asian Americans are 
still in college. Given the renewed interest in civic development (e.g., Colby et al., 
2003; Galston, 2003; Hersh & Schneider, 2005) in the context of Asian Americans’ 
political presence (or lack of thereof) in American democracy, it is worthwhile to 
investigate Asian American students’ civic attitudes and behaviors on campuses as an 
exploratory study. Especially, in light of some of the concerns expressed regarding 
Asian American students’ leadership experiences (Liang et ah, 2002) as well as the 
prevailing stereotype of Asian American students as “model minority” (Suzuki, 2002), 
an empirical study that specifically examines the factors that may influence Asian 
Americans’ political and social involvement is needed (Nakanishi, 2003; Xu, 2002). 
6 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this dissertation was three-fold. First, 1 compared the civic 
attitudes and behaviors of Asian American students and their White counterparts at two 
institutions, the University of Maryland (UMD) and the University of 
Massachusetts/Amherst (UMass/Amherst) at two points in time - - upon entry into 
college as freshman (in 2000) and at the end of their sophomore year (in 2002) to 
determine whether there was any difference in civic engagement and democratic 
orientation between the two groups at each time separately. This part of the research 
question was to assess whether Asian American students were different from their 
White counterparts in their civic attitudes and behaviors when they entered college, 
and if found so, whether the difference would persist, widen, or narrow over time. 
Second, I examined whether and how the changes that each group yielded over the two 
years differed significantly. This research question addressed whether the impact of the 
first two years of college on their civic orientation differed between Asian American 
students and their White counterparts. Finally, I investigated what factors were 
associated with students’ democratic outcomes at the end of their sophomore year for 
Asian American students and White students. More specifically, I studied if there were 
any particular sets of college experiences/activities or demographic attributes that 
might predict positive changes in Asian American students’ civic values. 
7 
Significance 
The significance of this dissertation can be described in three respects. First, 
there is a dearth of research in the area of civic engagement of Asian American 
students in higher education research. Although a number of studies examined college 
students’ civic orientation in the past, no previous study has specifically focused on 
Asian American students. This study can provide important empirical evidence as to 
the behavioral and attitudinal dimensions of their civic orientation, and can offer 
scholars and administrators alike some baseline information on where Asian American 
students stand and how they fare with others (i.e. White counterparts). 
Secondly, this study utilizes data from the Diverse Democracy Project (Hurtado, 
2003), and the survey instrument from which the data are drawn contains a number of 
items pertaining to democratic citizenship which no other longitudinal surveys in 
higher education could compare in terms of depth and breadth. However, there has not 
been any study that specifically examined how Asian American students’ attitudes and 
behaviors may change during their college tenure using this dataset, and researchers 
have only begun to recognize some unique patterns of Asian American students’ 
experiences and views regarding civic life. For example, Greene and Kamimura’s 
(2003) study, which examined Asian American students’ social awareness based on the 
Diverse Democracy dataset found that being Asian was the only factor that was 
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negatively related to social awareness measured at the end of their second year in 
college. Hurtado, Engberg, Ponjuan, and Landreman (2002) and Engberg (2004) 
reported similar results in their studies citing that Asian American students were least 
likely to agree that conflicts are a normal and healthy aspect of democracy compared to 
African American, Hispanic American, and White students. These recent analyses 
have shown group differences, but because these studies did not focus solely on Asian 
American students, the researchers did not go beyond calling for more research for 
specific racial/ethnic groups. This dissertation attempted to take advantage of the 
wealth of data and information that already have been collected and followed up on 
recent studies (Engberg, 2004; Greene & Kamimura, 2003; Hurtado et al., 2002) on 
how minority students, in this case, Asian American students stood on the continuum 
as they participate in various civic and political activities on campus. 
Finally, in light of the ramifications of civic development in the larger society, 
where college graduates including Asian Americans are expected to assume active 
roles, it is crucial to assess how higher education is living up to its mission and its 
societal roles (Caputo, 2005). Particularly, given the current political landscape, where 
Asian Americans' presence is not necessarily the most salient, it is all the more 
important to examine how college-attending Asian American students (who are 
presumably among the future generation of civic leaders) are politically engaged and to 
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what degree their citizenry characteristics are being formed during college years. The 
information in this study can help university administrators evaluate the effectiveness 
of the overall college experience for Asian American students, and it may also provide 
them with concrete evidence for developing and implementing programs and campus 
initiatives that are specifically geared toward their civic development. 
Definition of Terms 
Democratic Orientation 
One of the key concepts examined in this dissertation concerned students’ civic 
engagement or democratic orientation. Although civic characteristics cannot be 
adequately defined in a single list of attributes (Colby, Ehrlich, Beaumont, Rosner, & 
Stephens, 2000), there is a general agreement in the literature that: 
[A] morally and civicaliy responsible individual recognizes himself or 
herself as a member of a larger social fabric and therefore considers 
social problems to be at least partly his or her own; such an individual is 
willing to see the moral and civic dimensions of issues, to make and 
justify informed moral and civic judgments, and to take action when 
appropriate. (Colby et al., 2000, p. xxvi) 
In terms ot competence and skills required to assume responsible citizenship, 
individuals are expected to have: 
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abilities to communicate clearly orally and in writing; to collect, organize, and 
analyze information; to think critically and to justify positions with reasoned 
arguments; to see issues from the perspectives of others; and to collaborate with 
others....and willingness to lead, to build consensus, and to move a group 
forward under conditions of mutual respect. (Colby et al., 2000, p. xxvii) 
Based on this definition (albeit broad), this dissertation defined civic-minded 
individuals as those who have a) a basic understanding of “ethical concepts and 
principles, such as justice and equity, and how they have been interpreted by various 
seminal thinkers” (Colby et al., 2000, p. xxvi), b) a “comprehension of the diversity of 
American society and global cultures, and an understanding of both the institutions and 
processes of American and international civic, political, and economic affairs” (Colby 
et al., 2000, p. xxvi), and c) effective communication skills in both speaking and 
writing, and leadership skills. 
The operationalization of civic engagement and democratic orientation for this 
dissertation were based on the definitions of such terms discussed above, and six scales 
to cover various aspects of civic engagement and democratic orientation were formed 
in alignment with the definitions supported by the literature. For example, the first 
element of having an understanding of justice and equity issues was assessed by a 
social justice scale. The social justice scale consists of five items (“speaking up 
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against social injustice,” “promoting racial tolerance and respect,” “creating awareness 
of how people affect the environment,” “working to end poverty,” and “contributing 
money to a charitable cause”) and measured students’ attitudes toward and awareness 
of justice and equity issues. Similarly, the third set of dispositions regarding 
communicative competence was operationalized as social leadership abilities, and 
students’ self-ratings of their “leadership ability,” “communication skills,” and “social 
self-confidence” in the survey were used to form this scale. A complete description of 
scales and variables are given in the methodology section. The second dimension of 
political knowledge would include an understanding of what government does, how it 
works, as well as familiarity with current issues affecting society (Delli Carpini & 
Keeter, 1996). This construct was not included as variables to be measured since the 
Diverse Democracy Survey inquired students’ attitudinal and behavioral information 
rather than any specific content-knowledge. 
Another term that warrants a clarification is the term “Asian American 
students,” and what individuals were included in the sample group of Asian American 
students of this dissertation. In this study, the racial/ethnic background of students as it 
was recorded in the institutional record at each institution formed the basis of students’ 
racial category. Since both institutions employed the federal coding, students in the 
Asian category included those “having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far 
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East. Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent (for example, Cambodia, China, India, 
Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam)” 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2002, p. 1), and therefore entailed a great deal of diversity within 
this category of students. 
Asian American Students 
In terms of who were included in the “Asian American students” in the sample, 
a brief note regarding students' citizenship status merits attention. The institutional 
record provided by each institution also supplied information regarding students’ 
citizenship status (e.g., American citizen or permanent resident). The Asian sample for 
this study included both US citizens and permanent residents (thus excluding 
international/foreign students on F-l visas). Legally speaking, only those who hold US 
citizenship by birth or naturalization can be called Americans, but citizens and 
permanent residents are also granted different levels of political rights and privileges. 
For example, while voting is granted to all US citizens as a right, permanent residents 
are entitled to vote at a limited level in some local elections. Consequently, political 
science/immigration studies have tended to separate the two groups of Asian 
population in the analyses (e.g., Cho, 1999). 
In higher education research, however, such distinction has not been noted 
mainly because forming an Asian category in the sample alone has been already a 
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challenge due to a limited number of students. While permanent residents are not 
technically American citizens, since they occupy a large proportion of the Asian 
student population, the common term “Asian American students” was used to combine 
these two groups of Asian students (both citizens and permanent residents). That said, 
students’ citizenship status was examined as an important variable where appropriate 
as their social and political identities clearly differ from each other. 
Theoretical Framework 
Democratic Liberalism 
Two premises regarding democratic society and the role of higher education in 
forming a democratic citizenry guided this dissertation. The first premise is informed by 
the notion of democratic liberalism and what is deemed as civic virtues. Liberalism is 
an important conceptual framework whose key concepts have guided and had profound 
impacts on the meaning of citizenship in the American constitution (Anchor, 1979), 
American society (Anchor, 1979; Wexler, Grosshans, Zhang, & Kim, 1991), and 
democratic education (Gutmann, 2002). Liberalism, being essentially an extension of 
Enlightenment (Gaus, 2003), shares several overarching principles with Enlightenment 
thought which underlies the norms of American democracy and what it means to be 
civically developed individuals. These principles include human autonomy, human 
rationality, and the notion of a social contract (Gay, 1977; Reill & Wilson, 2004). In 
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particular, the principles of individuals as free and rational beings as well as civil 
society guided by the Enlightenment tradition form the prominent elements of liberal 
democracy conceptualized by such thinkers as John Rawls (Gaus, 2003). In this section 
I will briefly discuss how democratic values and skills are defined in the liberal tradition, 
and how such citizenry characteristics are reflected in the Diverse Democratic Project 
(Hurtado, 2003) and its survey instrument. 
According to Rawls (1993), liberal principles such as human autonomy, 
rationality, and equality are essential to achieving a democratic society. However, one 
inevitable aspect of democracy deals with conflicts among its members since “the free 
exercise of human reason leads us to disagree” (Gaus, 2003, p. 16). Rawls (1993) views 
such conflicts as “the long-run result of the powers of human reason” (p. 144), and 
conflicts are not necessarily considered to be negative. On the contrary, diverse 
perspectives brought about by free and rational individuals are the hallmark of 
democracy, and conflicts resulting from diversity are a reasonable and expected aspect 
of democracy (Rawls, 1993). 
While conflicts are an inherent part of liberal democracy, humans are able to 
“manage these disagreements because our shared reason leads us to converge on liberal 
political principles and government” (Gaus, 2003, p. 16). That is, despite the potential 
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conflict, in Rawls’ (1993) view of liberal democracy, stability is achievable as members 
of liberal democracy view themselves as rational while exercising their free will. 
A democratic society as such seeks to embrace diverse perspectives held by its 
members, and members in return are expected to share certain values or responsibilities 
such as the importance of ability to take others’ perspectives, a belief that conflicts of 
opinions/values are to be resolved through dialog (Guarasci, Cornwell, & Associates, 
1997). Civically engaged individuals are thus critical in maintaining the system of a 
democratic society, and those whose participation patterns or rates deviate from the 
norms “imply both inequality in political output as well as variation in the development 
of qualities desirable to democratic citizenship” (Junn, 1999, p. 1419). In other words, 
there is a certain set of expected qualities that effective members of a democratic 
society need to share. 
The Diverse Democracy Project (Hurtado, 2003) based its theoretical approach 
on the extension of liberal democracy, particularly on the idea that diversity is an 
inevitable aspect of democratic society (Guarasci et al., 1997), and attempted to assess 
how college students were being prepared to effectively live and engage in an ever 
diverse American society. This theoretical base guided the operationalization of the 
variables tested in the survey instrument, and students’ democratic orientation in a 
diverse democracy as a construct was measured by various scales including social 
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justice, acceptance of conflicts in democracy, and acceptance of multiple perspectives 
(Hurtado, 2003). For example, the social justice scale measured to what degree 
students are committed to social justice issues such as “racial tolerance and respect,” 
“speaking up against social injustice,” and “creating awareness of how people affect 
the environment.” The conflict in a democracy scale assessed students' attitudes 
toward conflict and its compatibility with democracy, and asked students to what 
extent they agree with the following statements, “conflict is a normal part of life,” 
“conflicting perspectives is healthy in a democracy,” and “democracy thrives on 
differing views.” In terms of acceptance of multiple perspectives, the scale assessed 
students’ inclination to “try to look at two sides of every issue,” “try to look at 
everybody’s side of a disagreement before making a decision,” and “put themselves in 
others’ shoes.” 
College Impact Theory 
A second premise that guided the study draws on college impact theory (Astin, 
1993), which offers a model to “explain the effects of environmental influences (in the 
aggregate or individually) on student change or growth, focusing on factors over which 
college faculty and administrators have some programmatic and policy control” 
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p. 53). Building upon the first premise of liberal 
democracy and its desirable citizenry characteristics, the dissertation frames such 
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democratic skills and values in terms of college impact or outcomes of a college 
education. That is, at least in theory, civic values and attitudes are instilled in students 
during their college years, and college educated Americans regardless of their pre¬ 
college backgrounds are expected to hold a shared understanding of a notion of civic 
responsibility and duties. 
College impact is a concept, which is “less an effort to explain theoretically 
why and how students change than a conceptual and methodological guide to the study 
of college effects” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p. 53), and it is often described as an 
input-environment-outcome (I-E-O) model in which ijnputs refer to the 
characteristics of the student at the time of initial entry to the institution; environment 
refers to the various programs, politics, faculty, peers, and educational experiences to 
which the student is exposed; and outcomes refers to the student’s characteristics after 
exposure to the environment” (Astin, 1993, p. 7). One of the main reasons for using 
this model in examining the college impact of Asian American students’ civic 
orientation is that the logic of college impact theory fits the societal expectation that a 
college education is supposed to produce certain social benefits (democratic 
outcomes), and the research question of how college experiences affect Asian 
American students’ civic competence can be modeled and tested in accordance with 
the same logic with corresponding variables. For example, inputs in this study referred 
18 
to students' demographic backgrounds such as race/ethnicity, citizenship status, and 
family income, and were treated as independent variables along with their pre¬ 
enrollment academic and social experiences such as high school GPA and extra¬ 
curricular activities in high school. Similarly, students* involvement and participation 
in various civic related activities durina colleae were considered as the environmental 
factors in the model. These variables formed an additional set of independent variables. 
In terms of outcomes, desirable changes or outcomes observed in students’ civic 
attitudinal and behavioral measures were analyzed as dependent variables, and they 
were regressed on the independent variables mentioned above. 
Assumptions 
According to Ross (1993), “the social sciences have generally been presented 
as extensions of Enlightenment science, and indeed they were" (p. 100). That is. 
Enlightenment thought has had persistent effects on social science research, and it "still 
shapes the assumptions which social scientists bring to their task" (Hollis, 1994, p. 5). 
Higher education research is not exempt from modernist epistemology derived from 
the Enlightenment tradition (Bloland, 1995). Practices of educational research owe 
much to the tradition of Enlightenment beliefs in that many of the liberal assumptions 
embedded in Enlightenment thought such as concepts of human progress, historicism, 
individual autonomy and rationality remain salient (Popkewitz, 1997, 2001). 
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In this dissertation the influence of Enlightenment thought is manifested 
particularly at the epistemological level. Positivist empiricism typically assumes that 
Truth could be obtainable by humans through experiments, observations, and 
systematic reasoning (Anchor, 1979) and that the objectivity of the researcher is 
capable of producing “generalizable” and "duplicable” nature of research findings. 
While this particular epistemological stance is subject to critique, it is at least 
important to recognize one's reference point “in the tensions that characterize fields of 
knowledge” (Lather, 2006, p. 47). 
The premise of liberal democracy discussed earlier reflected another major 
assumption of this study. That is, American democracy presumably rests on the idea of 
liberal democracy, which purports to protect the interests of its private citizens and 
maximize the societal benefits through the legal justice system. In order to achieve 
such social goals, members of a society are expected to actively participate in decision¬ 
making processes, negotiations, and consensus in a democratic manner. Under this 
assumption, acquisition of liberal values and behaviors becomes an important purpose 
of educational institutions in the name of democratic citizenship (Giroux, 1983), and if 
any members exhibit less of such democratic orientation than expected or necessary, 
they may be viewed as deviant groups who could pose great concerns in maintaining 
democracy. 
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Delimitations and Limitations 
Delimitations 
One of the delimitations of this study was that since I conducted a secondary 
analysis of an existing dataset, the operationalization of democratic orientation and 
citizenship characteristics had been already predetermined according to the 
presupposition and the theoretical premises underlying the original research for which 
the survey instrument was designed and developed. The underlying framework on 
which the survey instrument was based was drawn from liberal democracy, and this 
prescribed framework delimited the notion of democracy and what it means to be 
democratic is aligned with that of liberal democracy. As an example, one aspect of 
democracy as defined in the survey instrument stressed the importance of having 
different views challenged, and conflicts of views are considered as normal part of life. 
Therefore, students who “speak up against social injustice,” and “enjoy getting into 
discussions about political issues” would be characterized as more democratic-minded 
than those who are inclined to “avoid conflicts with others” and those who are “afraid 
of conflicts when discussing social issues.” 
Some may argue that these traits may not be necessarily shared by Asian 
American students whose value system and political views may stress maintaining 
harmony and collectivism rather than embracing individual rights and diverse 
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perspectives. In addition, as political science literature indicates, there is a correlation 
between one’s generational status and voting (Ramakrishnan & Espenshade, 2001) and 
party identification (Wong, 2000) among Asian Americans, and democratic traits 
defined in the survey may only reflect Asian American students’ assimilation level into 
American political life. While such operationalization of democratic values and civic 
traits is guided by the European tradition of equal citizenship (Gutmann, 2003; Park, 
2004; Volpp, 2001) and may be debatable (e.g., McKinnon, 2000), this dissertation 
intended to study Asian American students’ civic values within the framework of 
liberal democracy as it can serve as a baseline study and could be expanded and 
modified further in the future. 
Limitations 
One of the limitations of this dissertation was its vulnerability to external 
validity due to the response rates and overrepresentation of female students. First, as is 
often the case with longitudinal studies, the attrition rate for the follow-up survey was 
quite high, and the final overall response rate was 38%. While the response rate could 
be better, it is also within an expected range of college students’ response rates in 
longitudinal studies (Light, Singer, & Willett, 1990). In fact, according to the data Dey 
(1997b) provided, even the nationally recognized longitudinal data such as the 
Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) dataset have suffered continuous 
declines in their response rates, and their response rate of the 1987-1991 cohort was 
merely 21%. Astin et al. (1999), for example, reported that the response rate of the 
CIRP data (1985-1989 cohort) was 29%. Given the low response rates generally found 
in even the nationally representative data, the response rate of this study, 38%, 
although not desirable, seems to be within the acceptable range. 
An additional threat to external validity was derived by overrepresentation of 
female students at both institutions (75.1% at UMass/Amherst and 61.5% at UMD). 
While generally research shows that female students are more likely to respond to 
surveys (Porter & Whitcomb, 2005), generalizability of the results of this dissertation 
was naturally more geared toward female students. 
Although these limitations incurred the threat to external validity of this 
dissertation, it is still worthwhile undertaking this study for two reasons. First, the 
purpose of this dissertation was not so much to provide any definitive data on students’ 
civic engagement as it was to offer a preliminary effort to initiate this line of research. 
Second, although the sampling may not be ideal, a study of this kind that assessed 
Asian American students’ democratic behavioral and attitudinal traits longitudinally is 
almost non-existent, and therefore should nonetheless serve as a valuable pilot study. 
Astin and Lee (2003) called for an effort to gather longitudinal data, albeit costly and 
difficult to secure sufficient responses, in order for institutions to make sound 
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assessment of their institutional effectiveness. In this regard, this study took the form 
of a panel study in which the same individuals were studied over time, enabling the 
researcher to “note changes in specific individuals and also explore possible reasons 
why these individuals have changed” (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996, p. 378). 
Another limitation of this study was lack of information on Asian American 
students’ ethnic background. Educational experiences of students of Vietnamese 
descent are very different from those of Japanese origin whose immigration preceded 
generations and was more voluntary (Mizokawa & Ryckman, 1990). Given the diverse 
experiences Asian American students bring to college, researchers have repeatedly 
called for collecting disaggregated statistics of each subgroup of Asian American 
student populations (Pang, 1995; Teranishi, 2002; Tsai, Chentsova-Dutton, & Wong, 
2002; Yeh, 2004-2005). While such information would yield an ideal set of data as a 
study, the Diverse Democracy dataset employed the demographic category in line with 
the federal coding system (e.g.. Census) and did not provide any ethnic information. 
Additionally, given the number of different subgroups, the low number of respondents 
in different subgroups would make comparative analysis difficult. The readers should 
bear in mind this limitation in interpreting the results. My intention is that once 
evidence is established as a group, future studies could address this limitation and 
refine the analyses. 
Finally, it should be noted that the time span of the original longitudinal study 
was two years — between students’ first-year and the end of their sophomore year. 
Measuring change at the end of the second year as opposed to their third or fourth year 
had both its merits and demerits. While collecting the follow-up survey data at the end 
of the second year ensured higher response rates than it would have yielded at a later 
time, there is a question of how much students would have changed during the first two 
years in college. Particularly, since many of the students may not have decided on their 
college majors, nor would they have been involved or exposed to various campus 
activities and experiences to the full extent, the changes observed, if any, may not be as 
marked as it would have been if the follow-up data were collected at the end of the 
fourth year. 
Organization of this Dissertation 
This dissertation consists of six chapters. Chapter One has introduced the topic 
of the study and stated the program by providing the general background and context. 
This chapter has also discussed the concepts of liberal democracy and college impact 
theory that guided the study while acknowledging the limitations and delimitations that 
were inferred by the choice of these theoretical frameworks. Chapter Two presents the 
review of literature in three related areas to provide a multi-dimensional context for the 
topic. The first area covers the literature in higher education, in particular, college 
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impact studies, and synthesizes and evaluates the impact ot college experiences on 
students’ civic development. The second area focused on the representation of Asian 
American students in the broader educational literature to capture some ot the 
recurring common theses that are relevant to assessing their civic orientation. The third 
area draws on political science literature, especially on the civic and political 
participation of Asian Americans. Chapter Three explains the methodology of the 
study. The chapter begins by laying out five research questions which were formulated 
based upon the literature reviews, and describes the longitudinal research design as 
well as the data collection procedures. In addition, all the variables used in the study 
are explained in this chapter. Chapter Four reports the data analysis and discusses the 
findings of the study. The chapter first explains the choice of statistical techniques to 
address each of the research questions, and interprets the results of data analysis. 
Finally, Chapter Five summarizes the findings of the study, and offers implications for 
both future research and professional practices. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Literature Review in Higher Education 
Introduction 
Higher education in the United States has “a long and distinguished tradition of 
serving democracy, upholding the ideas of public service and intellectual integrity, and 
stimulating students’ re-examination of questions of value and meaning” (Colby et al., 
2000, p. xxviii). This premise is largely supported by the voting behaviors of college 
graduates. College educated Americans are more likely to be registered to vote than 
high school graduates (82.1% vs. 66.2%), and as a result, during the November 2004 
election, 77.5% of college-educated Americans voted while only 56.4% of high school 
graduates did (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005). In addition, although the data used are 
somewhat dated (the National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of the 
1972), Knox, Lindsay, and Knolb (1993), who tracked individuals both with and 
without higher education over the 14-year span, found that college graduates were 
more likely than high-school graduates to vote, engage in other civic activities such as 
community service, and make a commitment to social justice when they were assessed 
at the age of 32 years old. 
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The empirical link between the level of educational attainment and civic 
participation (such as voting and community service) has been established most 
notably in the political science literature. For example, years of education were found 
to be positively correlated with the likelihood of following election campaigns on TV, 
on newspaper, or simply following public affairs (Milligan, Moretti, & Orepoulos, 
2004). College graduates are also more likely to be interested in elections, and less 
likely to mind jury duty (Milligan et al., 2004). Similarly, Brady, Verba, and 
Schlozman (1995) reported that educational experiences measured by the length of 
schooling and participation in high school student governance were positively 
associated with various modes of political participation, from making campaign 
contributions to contacting government officials, attending board meetings, to public 
protesting. Furthermore, Dee (2004) presented evidence that additional schooling 
increased the likelihood of voting, support for free speech, and newspaper readership. 
While a positive correlation between educational attainment and civic 
participation has been established in political science, empirical evidence to 
demonstrate a causal relationship between college education and civic participation 
remains unclear, and relatively little is known regarding the mechanism(s) in which 
college education yields civic returns (Hillygus, 2005). A positive association between 
degree attainment and voting may be due to the fact that would-be voters are likely to 
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self-select to attend college, and college education may have little to do with such 
political outcomes. Moreover, even though degree completion was found to be a 
strong predictor of voting, most political science studies did not investigate what 
aspects of a college education were related to the acquisition of civic behaviors since 
most of the studies used length (years) of education or attainment of a college degree 
as an independent variable, and the mechanism in which a college education helps 
individuals grow civically has not been the primary focus of political science research. 
In understanding the ways in which college education fosters students’ 
responsible citizenship, higher education research, particularly college impact studies, 
has typically addressed the following six questions: 
1. Do students change during the college years, and if so, how much and in 
what directions? (This is the “change” question.) 
2. To what extent are the changes attributable to college attendance rather than 
to other influences, such as normal maturation or noncollege experiences? 
(This is the “net effects” question.) 
3. Are these changes differentially related to the kind of institution attended? 
(This is the “between-college” effects question.) 
4. Are these changes related to differences in students’ experiences at any 
given institution? (This is the “within-college effects” question.) 
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5. Are these changes differentially shaped by individual student 
characteristics? (This is the “conditional effects" question.) 
6. Is the influence of college durable? (This is the “long-term effects" 
question.) (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p. 571) 
For the purpose of this dissertation, the questions of 1) change, 2) net effects, 3) 
within-college effects, and 4) conditional effects are relevant. Among these four 
dimensions of inquiry, the net effects of a college education have been demonstrated 
by political science research that compared the political involvement of both college 
graduates and non-college graduates. The purpose of this section is to offer the 
synthesis of key college impact studies according to these four areas of inquiry as well 
as to highlight the methodological limitations associated with each area. I will first 
review higher education research on how students change, and will summarize the 
findings of previous studies on how students change in their democratic orientation. 
Second, I will discuss the current status of research on the “within-college" effects on 
students’ democratic orientation that tested the relationship between different college 
experiences and outcomes using the regression model. While discussing some of the 
common findings across studies, I will point out the methodological limitations of 
“within-college” studies. Finally, I will review the literature on the “conditional 
effects" of previous college impact studies and explore their applicability to Asian 
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American students while attending to the recent studies that have beaun to show some 
of the different patterns of their civic engagement. 
Research on How Students Change (Documentation of Student Change) 
Difficulties in measuring students’ outcomes have been raised over the past two 
decades by various researchers in higher education (Baird, 1988; Pascarella, 1989; 
Terenzini, 1989). Despite the “expectation that change will occur, that the institution’s 
contribution to student learning can be made apparent, even measured with some 
precision” (Terenzini, 1989, p. 45), evidence of change in student development is not 
easy to provide. According to Baird (1988), “[t]he measurement of change is a very 
tricky and difficult issue, involving problems of both measurement and statistical 
design” (p. 206). Terenzini (1989) echoed Baird’s concern (1988), and further 
classified the difficulty of assessing the value added element of education into “1) 
design problems, 2) measurement difficulties and 3) statistical hazards” (p. 40). 
Although there have been a number of methodological developments made in 
the area of measurement of change (e.g., multilevel analysis, growth latent model, 
structural equation model), the concerns raised by Baird (1998) and Terenzini (1989) 
are still relevant in current research on college impact studies; The debate has 
continued regarding how to obtain a valid measurement that represents the change as 
well as how to design a statistical manipulation to test whether the measurement being 
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measured represents a significant change (e.g., Pascarella, Wolniak, & Pierson, 2003; 
Pike, 2004). 
In order to address the first question, '‘longitudinal data that describe how each 
person in the sample changes over time'’ (Singer & Willett, 2003, p.9) are necessary in 
order to provide evidence that students have changed or have grown in certain 
outcomes. Without assessing the expected traits (or outcomes) at multiple points over 
time, it is difficult to empirically establish evidence of change. This methodological 
principle holds true “especially in those instances where the outcomes being assessed 
are especially prone to input bias” (Astin & Lee, 2003, p. 658), and students’ civic 
development over time is a case in point. That is, it is possible that civically minded 
college graduates had such inclinations prior to college exposure, and without 
assessing both their pre-college and comparable during/after college variables in a 
longitudinal design, it is difficult to demonstrate any change or growth. 
In higher education literature, there have been only a few longitudinal studies 
that actually monitored how students changed in their civic orientation, probably due 
to the relative paucity of longitudinal data on the subject with reasonable response 
rates (see Dey, Hurtado, Rhee, Inkelas, Wimsatt, & Guan, 1997 for review of 
nationally representative longitudinal datasets). Among them, Astin’s (1993) analysis 
ot the 1985-1989 cohort CIRP data ottered the most comprehensive evidence of 
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students' growth in their civic attitudes toward social activism. In this extensive work 
on how college may affect students, Astin (1993) reported that students who rated 
“influencing social values" and “participating in community action programs" as either 
essential or very important to them personally increased by 14.4% (from 35.8% to 
50.4%) and 7.5% (from 27.4% to 34.9%) respectively between 1985 and 1989. In 
particular, those who had more interaction with faculty and peers were found to show 
the greatest gains in social activism (Astin, 1993). 
In Sax’s (2000) follow-up study, students’ commitment to “influencing social 
values" remained strong even five years after graduating from college (Sax, 2000). 
However, students showed only a temporal increase in other civic measures such as 
“participating in community action programs" and “helping others in difficulty,” and 
the increase observed during the four years was not retained in the years after they 
graduated from college (Sax, 2000). In addition, it is also important to bear in mind 
that while CIRP surveys are considered to have collected rich information on students’ 
social and academic activities (Dey et al., 1997), the CIRP datasets have suffered from 
declining response rates (Dey et ah, 1997). The final response rate of the 1985-1989 
cohort of the CIRP data, for example, was 23% (Dey, 1997b), and representation of the 
sample is naturally limited to those who remained in school and chose to take the 
survey. 
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Two other longitudinal studies that demonstrated students’ change in political 
and social attitudes merit attention. Unlike Astin (1993) and Sax (2000) who offered 
the percentile changes (descriptive statistics) in students’ attitude toward social 
activism, Lottes and Kuriloff (1994) and Hollway (2005) provided inferential 
statistical data on how students changed in their political/social attitudes and liberal 
values. Lottes and Kuriloff (1994) investigated how students changed on their 
measures of liberalism, social conscience, homosexuality tolerance, and feminist 
attitudes at a highly selective private institution on the East Coast between their first 
and senior years. Using the repeated measures MANOVAs, the authors reported 
statistically significant change (gains) on all four scales during the four years in college. 
Two limitations of this study included that while the response rate of this longitudinal 
survey was relatively high at 65%, since this was a single-institution study at a highly 
selective private institution, generalizability of the results remains to be tested. 
Additionally, while Lottes and Kuriloff (1994) examined the effects of gender, 
religious background, and fratemity/sorority affiliation of the students on the outcomes, 
the racial/ethnic background was not addressed and the study’s applicability to Asian 
American students needs to be verified. 
Hollway’s (2005) study, which involved students at two liberal arts colleges, 
examined their change on a “universalism” scale (along with two other scales). 
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Universalism in his study was defined by “understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and 
protection for the welfare of all people and for nature” (p. 244), and protection of the 
environment, social justice, and quality were among the values used to assess this scale. 
The repeated measures MANOVA statistics to examine students’ changes over time 
revealed that while the change in universalism fell short of a statistical significant level 
(p=.058), the direction of the change observed was positive. Unfortunately, as is often 
the case with any longitudinal studies, Hollway’s (2005) study suffered from very low 
response rates (14% and 18% at each institution). In addition, since the study involved 
only two small institutions, the final sample combined was 113. Thus, despite the 
researcher’s effort to collect the longitudinal data, caution is required in interpreting 
the findings. 
Limitations of Change Studies 
Observation of statistically significant increases in students' civic engagement, 
albeit necessary, is not sufficient to support college impact since isolating the sole 
effects of college attendance on civic engagement from maturation and other internal 
and external factors is not an easy task (Egerton, 2002). As Pascarella (1989) pointed 
out, “longitudinal freshman-to-senior changes probably overestimate the effect due to 
college alone (i.e., the unique effects of college)” (p. 24) unless one uses a control 
group who are not exposed to college experiences (non-college attending sample). 
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However, “reasonably comparable control groups not attending college are particularly 
difficult, if not impossible, to obtain" (Pascarella, 1989, p. 24), and there have been 
very few longitudinal data sets in the past that compared two groups of adults, college 
graduates and non-college graduates in a longitudinal design (e.g., Knox et al., 1993). 
Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) advocate that “[f]uture research should devote less 
effort to documenting change or growth during the undergraduate years and 
concentrate more on the net or unique impacts of undergraduate education” (p. 633). 
Another limitation of change studies relates to the difficulty of obtaining 
longitudinal data with three or more measurements. While longitudinal data are 
minimally required for measurement of change, some researchers maintained that 
multiple-wave data as opposed to two-wave data are necessary. With only two 
observations, they argued that it is difficult to trace the “shape of each person’s 
individual growth trajectory” (Singer & Willett, 2003), particularly if the rate of 
change varies from individuals to individuals. For example, some may exhibit change 
immediately after the first data collection while others’ change may be delayed. These 
researchers are concerned that data collected at only two points may not provide such 
information. A three-wave study conducted by Sax (2000) is a good example in which 
students’ change showed a curve with a peak in gains at the time of graduation, and a 
gradual decline thereafter. Another concern of relying on two-wave data is related to 
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the fact that a simple score difference between two times cannot “distinguish true 
change from measurement error” (Singer & Willett, 2003, p. 10). It would be 
particularly a concern if “measurement error renders pretest scores too low and posttest 
scores too high, [and] you might conclude erroneously that scores increase over time 
when a longer temporal view would suggest the opposite” (Singer & Willett, 2003, p. 
10). 
“Net Effects” Studies 
Ideally college impact studies should focus on the net effects of college 
experiences rather than simply documenting the change, which could occur due to 
many factors such as maturation and external events (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 
However, it is a challenge to design a research study that includes “high school 
graduates who never entered college or who entered but did not complete college, 
using the degree of exposure to college as a predictor variable” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 
2005, p. 633). 
There have been very few longitudinal datasets that included samples from 
both college graduates and non-college graduates (Dey et al., 1997), let alone data that 
measured both pre and post scores of individuals’ civic orientation and involvement in 
both groups. One of the early studies conducted compared and tracked individuals both 
with and without higher education although the data did not include the pre- 
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measurements of individual civic orientation (Knox et ah, 1993). Using data trom the 
National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS-72), the authors 
followed the same cohort over the 14-year span. This study demonstrated that college 
graduates were more likely than high-school graduates to vote and engage in other 
civic activities such as community service and commitment to social justice when they 
were assessed at the age of 32 years old. In a more recent report (Ingels, Curtin, 
Kaufman, Alt, & Chen, 2002), which tracked the eighth graders of 1988 over 12 years, 
30% of college graduates reportedly participated in civic/community organizations 
while only 12 percent of those with no postsecondary experience had done so. Similar 
results were also cited in Nolin and Chapman’s report (1997) on adult civic 
participation in the United States. According to the cross-sectional data analysis of the 
National Household Education Survey in 1996 (NHES: 96), individuals’ political 
knowledge was positively correlated with their educational level. For example, while 
84% of college graduates were able to answer three out of five basic political and 
government related questions, less than half of high school graduates were able to do 
so. 
Limitations of “Net-Effects” Studies 
While data in general support that college graduates are more knowledgeable 
about the political system and are more engaged in civic activities than non-college 
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graduates, no datasets reviewed monitored individuals’ knowledge or degree of 
community involvement before and after college. Therefore, just as the political 
science literature suggested college graduates are more likely to vote in elections, 
without having multiple observations on their civic skills/orientation and the control 
group, it is still conceivable that college graduates were likely to possess such 
knowledge or dispositions regardless of their college experiences. As Pascarella and 
Terenzini (2005) remarked, although “net effects questions are considerably more 
difficult to address,” more research needs to focus on “the net or unique impacts of 
undergraduate education” (p. 633). 
“Within-College” Effects Studies 
Traditionally, this lack of having a control group and multiple-wave 
longitudinal data compensated by addressing a different research question: “Would 
students exposed to different college experiences (e.g., number of hours worked) have 
different outcomes if they had the same characteristics at entry'?” (Pike, 2004, p. 356, 
italics original). Instead of comparing the college students with non-college attendees, 
these studies statistically controlled for students’ pre-college characteristics, and 
examined, regardless of their prior dispositions, what kind of college experiences 
would predict greater outcome measurements (Dey & Astin, 1993). 
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A regression analysis, which allows the researcher to “remove the potential 
influence of Y” by “include[ing] it in the equation predicting Y2 so that the estimated 
effects of other IVs are independent of it” (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003, p. 
572) when used with a longitudinal dataset “is the predominant model for estimating 
such effects from two wave data in the published literature” (Cohen et ah, 2003, p. 
572). A blocked hierarchical regression, which is a particular type of regression whose 
“analytic power may be extended by conducting a series of regressions, each 
containing different subsets of the independent variables” (Spicer, 2005, p. 116), has 
been one of the most prominent techniques to test the I-E-O model (Astin & Sax, 1998; 
Dey & Astin, 1993). While the standard regression models aim to determine the 
“optimal set of predictors by limiting the number of predictors without significantly 
reducing the R2 coefficient” (Petrocelli, 2003, p.10), the emphasis of hierarchical 
regression models is on observing “the change in predictability associated by predictor 
variables entered later in the analysis over and above that contributed by predictor 
variables entered earlier in the analysis” (Petrocelli, 2003, p. 11). For example, in the 
case of estimating the predictability of certain college experiences, students’ 
background characteristics such as gender and race/ethnicity may be entered in the 
regression equation in one block and their civic engagement measurement at Time 1 
(Ti) in another block while a variety of college experiences may be grouped into 
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blocks to assess “how the picture changes from step to step” (Spicer, 2005, p. 1 16). 
Cohen et al. (2003) explains the specific benefits of using a hierarchical model for the 
analysis of change using longitudinal data as follows: 
Under circumstances in which pre- and postscore values are available on some 
variable and the researcher wishes to determine whether and to what extent 
treatment or other variables are associated with change, the postscore may be 
used as the dependent variable, with prescrore entered as the first IV in the 
hierarchy. (Cohen et al., 2003, p. 160) 
A number of studies examined the effects of various college experiences and 
students’ characteristics on civic outcomes using either the standard multiple 
regression or hierarchical regression models. For example, Pascarella, Ethington, and 
Smart (1988) studied the 1971-1980 cohort in the CIRP data and examined the factors 
that accounted for students’ humanitarian values nine years after matriculating into 
college. Pascarella et al. (1988) is one of the major studies on impacts of college on 
students’ civic orientation in that civic orientation or students' humanitarian values 
were defined by the scale consisting of six items whose personal importance students 
rated from “essential” to “not at all important.” The six items included “becoming 
involved in programs to clean,” “helping others who are in difficulty,” “participating in 
a community action program,” “becoming a community leader,” “influencing social 
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values,” and “influencing the political structure” in the CIRP instrument. The authors 
reported a reasonable level of alpha internal-consistency reliability at both pre and post 
tests. The researchers conducted the hierarchical regression analyses for White 
students and African American students separately, and found that the civic value 
students had exhibited prior to college matriculation was the greatest predictor of the 
same value nine years after entering college for both groups. Although (and perhaps 
because) this is one of the pioneer studies on the topic, the dataset (CIRP 1971-1980) is 
fairly dated, and given that it was not until 1965 that the quota was removed in 
accepting immigration from non Caucasian nations, the sample undoubtedly included 
very few students of Asian descents, and applicability of the results remains to be 
tested. 
Similar results demonstrating the strong influence of students’ pre-college 
measurement of the outcome variable were obtained in the subsequent study 
(Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996), which examined what 
variables were most likely to be associated with students’ openness towards diversity. 
Students’ pre-college attitude toward diversity was found to have the largest effect on 
the same measurement at the end of their sophomore year. Whitt, Edison, Pascarella, 
Terenzini, and Nora (2001) followed up on the same cohort into their senior year, and 
lound that students' openness to diversity prior to college remained the strongest 
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predictor of their outcome in their fourth year in college as well. Further, Dcy (1997a) 
studied the impact of peer interactions and larger social trends on students’ political 
orientation using four cohorts of CIRP datasets (1966-1970, 1971-1980, 1983-1987, 
and 1987-1991), and the results of the hierarchical regression analysis indicated that 
students’ pre-college political orientation was consistently the most influential factor in 
predicting their subsequent orientation over years. 
From the perspective of college impact, the finding that students with greater 
pre-college civic orientation are likely to retain the value (i.e. there is a strong 
correlation between pre and post-scores) may not be of much interest. However, 
regression analysis provides the researcher with information regarding the effects of 
other independent variables that are entered in the regression model regardless of 
students’ pre-college attributes (Whitt et al., 2001). When these variables are found to 
have statistically significant coefficients, an inference may be drawn that two students 
of a same or similar level of pre-college civic orientation would fare differently if one 
had been exposed to a particular experience, or had a certain trait. 
In this sense, within-college effect studies that controlled for students' pre¬ 
college civic values using either multiple regression or hierarchical regression can 
offer interesting insights into what college experiences would give students of a similar 
profile prior to college an edge in their civic development during college. Studies have 
43 
shown that after controlling for their pre-college civic orientation, taking more college 
courses was a positive predictor of students’ openness to diversity (Pascarella et ah, 
1996; Whitt et ah, 2001). Social leadership experiences and familiarity with 
faculty/staff (Pascarella et ah, 1988), on-campus living and interactions with peers 
(Pascarella et ah, 1996), and participation in racial/cultural awareness workshops 
(Whitt et ah, 2001) were some of the factors also positively associated with the 
outcomes of the respective studies. Rhee and Dey’s study (1996) reported similar 
results in their study on civic values of the 1985-1989 cohort in the CIRP data. In this 
study, the level of social involvement, which included discussing racial/ethnic issues, 
discussing political/social issues, participation in campus demonstration, and 
socializing with someone of different ethnic group, was found to have the larger 
coefficient than students’ pre-college civic values. Statistical associations between 
diversity experiences in and outside of the classroom and students’ academic and 
democratic outcomes were further confirmed in Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin 
(2002) and Hurtado et ah (2002). Dey’s (1997a) national sample study included a 
variable that measured the institutional level of political orientation, which was an 
aggregate of political orientation variable at each institution, and found that the 
institutional political context was a significant factor explaining students’ political 
orientation. 
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Two other studies that controlled for students' pre-college civic/political 
orientation highlighted a strong association between the social science emphasis 
curriculum and outcome variables. Hillygus (2005), who controlled for the voting 
behavior and political interest at the time of graduation found that students who had 
higher verbal SAT scores and who took more social science courses were more likely 
to vote and participate in political activities in their adulthood. Additionally, Huang 
and Healy (1997), who used the CIRP 1985-1989 dataset to examine the relationship 
between students’ career orientation and major, reported after controlling for students’ 
pre-college willingness to help others who are in difficulty, academic majors that place 
emphasis on helping and understanding others such as education, sociology, history, 
nursing, and political science were statistically related with their senior-year 
orientation. 
In recent years, interest in the educational value of service learning has 
spawned additional research on its impact on various civic outcomes. Such research 
included the longitudinal studies conducted by Astin and his colleagues at the 
University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) (Astin & Sax, 1998, Astin et al., 
1999; Vogelgesang, 2001). The researchers looked at the effects of service learning 
(Astin & Sax, 1998) and volunteerism (Astin et ah, 1999) on social engagement 
measure in the CIRP datasets. The general findings of the studies indicated that after 
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controlling for their pre-scores of the same scale, participation in community service 
during college was a positive predictor ot leadership skills and social engagement 
(Astin & Sax, 1998), and that participation in volunteer or community service during 
college was positively associated with students’ social engagement after graduation 
(Astin et al., 1999). 
Limitations of Within-College Effects Studies 
Despite the illuminating findings that some aspects of college experiences are 
positively related to students’ greater democratic orientation, previous studies are 
limited in several respects. One of the weaknesses is that except for the few studies 
reviewed above, little empirical evidence was presented that support students’ change 
or growth in their democratic orientation. One of such few studies was conducted by 
Huang and Healy (1997), which examined students’ willingness to help others in 
difficulty by utilizing both repeated-measure MANOVA and hierarchical regression. 
The MANOVA repeated-measures procedures demonstrated the gains on this outcome 
variable while the hierarchical regression analysis illuminated the influence of 
students’ academic majors. Evidence for positive change, however, may not be 
assumed with confidence since information such as means, standard deviations, and 
regression coefficients were not reported in most studies (e.g., Astin & Sax, 1998; 
Gurin et al. 2002; Hurtado et al., 2002). In fact, Vogelgesang (2001), who found that 
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activities such as participation in racial awareness workshops and community service 
predicted two variables, students’ greater commitment to racial understanding and 
social activism, also reported that the mean scale of the former did not change between 
the pre and post tests, and the post-mean scale assessing their commitment to social 
activism actually decreased slightly (although statistical analysis was not provided). In 
other words, controlling for students’ pre-college characteristics, those who were 
exposed to racial awareness workshops and community service retained their 
commitment to social activism while those who did not have such exposure were likely 
to show decreases in their commitment. 
Another limitation that was pervasive in many of the “within-college effects” 
studies that used hierarchical multiple regressions was that they did not take advantage 
of this analytical tool, or did not make appropriate use of it. Although one of the 
benefits of entering the independent variables in steps (blocks) is to determine the 
changes in the degree to which the model at each step explains the variance of the 
dependent variable (Petrocelli, 2003), only a few studies (e.g., Pascarella et ah, 1996; 
Zuniga, Williams, & Berger, 2005) reported the R2 change in the results and offered 
interpretation of the results. Other studies (Astin & Sax, 1998; Dey, 1997b) focused on 
the final R2, which could have been attained by running a standard regression analysis. 
Second, one of the typical mistakes committed in using hierarchical regression was the 
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violation of the principle of causal priority in which “the causes should be entered into 
the analysis before their effects” (Petrocelli, 2003, p.14). While “the most careful ol 
researchers tend to enter static variables of interest (e.g., gender, age, or race) before 
entering dynamic variables in subsequent steps” (Petrocelli, 2003, p. 14), often 
researchers in previous studies entered the pre-college measurement of the outcome 
variables in the first block before controlling for demographic variables (e.g., Dey, 
1997b), or entered the pre-measurement together along with the demographic variables 
(e.g., Astin & Sax, 1998; Astin et al., 1999; Pascarella et al., 1996). Since students’ 
demographic traits are static variables, and precede democratic orientation students 
exhibited prior to college entry, they should have been entered in the first block. 
Moreover, by combining the pre-measurement with the demographic variables, these 
researchers also risked “attributing changes in the explained variance of the criterion to 
an effect that would otherwise be attributed to a cause” (Petrocelli, 2003, p. 14). 
Finally, three issues affecting the validity and reliability of these studies, 
however, were 1) relatively low overall response rates of the sample, 2) absence of 
regression coefficients in data presentation, and 3) use of single-items as dependent 
variables. While not uncommon in higher education longitudinal data, the response 
rates of the final sample in Astin and Sax’s study (1998) and Astin et al. (1999) were 
21% and 29%. Since these studies did not have a control group, selection-bias is an 
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inescapable facet of these studies. Additionally, perhaps for lack of space in print, 
regression coefficients were not reported in many of the studies (Astin & Sax, 1998; 
Astin et al., 1999; Gurin et al., 2002, Hurtado et ah, 2002; Vogelgesang, 2001). 
Without the statistical information describing the relationship between the pre and post 
measurements, it is difficult to interpret the magnitude of the effects associated with 
the predictor variables other than the prescores (American Educational Research 
Association, 2006). Finally, the fact that the outcome variable was measured by a 
single item requires a caveat as well since single-item measurement may not always 
adequately capture the reliable measurement of students’ civic orientation. Astin & Sax 
(1998) and Astin et ah (1999), while examining a number of civic responsibility 
outcomes, did not form a scale based on them, but rather treated each outcome variable 
as a separate dependent variable, which is susceptible to measurement error as the 
authors acknowledged. 
Conditional Effects of College Impact 
As institutions enroll a more diversified undergraduate student body in terms of 
race, socioeconomic background, linguistic/cultural background, and age, some of the 
college impact studies explored “whether a particular college characteristic or 
experience is general - that is, has the same effect on all students” (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005, p. 645). Conditional effects of college impact on different 
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racial/ethnic backgrounds have not been fully investigated since earlier impact studies 
did not often consider students’ racial/ethnic background (e.g., Pascarella et ah, 1988). 
Some of the more recent studies (e.g., Astin & Sax, 1998; Pascarella et ah, 
1988; Pascarella et ah, 1996; Rhee & Dey, 1996; Whitt et ah, 2001), however, 
included students’ minority status in the investigation, and there is some evidence to 
suggest that minority students may not always gain similar benefits of a college 
education. For example, Pascarella et al. (1988), who reported that social leadership 
experiences were positively related to students’ civic/humanitarian outcomes, analyzed 
the data for both White and African American students, and found that those who 
benefited most from such experiences were White (both male and female) and African 
American male students, but not African American female students. In another study 
(Pascarella et al., 1996), researchers found that living on-campus had a stronger 
positive relationship with White students’ openness to diversity than that of non-White 
students. The same study (Pascarella et al., 1996) also reported that participation in 
fraternity and sorority groups was a positive predictor of openness to diversity for non- 
White students while it was negatively related to White students’ disposition. 
For the purpose ot this dissertation, previous research on whether exposure to 
college environments has the equal or similar influence on White students and Asian 
American students should supply vital information. However, unfortunately, there has 
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not been much research conducted that specifically examined how college may affect 
Asian American students’ general development, let alone civic development except for 
a few national reports upon which this dissertation can build. 
Among those few studies, Vogelgesang (2001) monitored students’ changes in 
their civic values in the CIRP dataset (1994-1998 cohort), and examined in particular 
students’ civic engagement through commitment to social activism, which consisted of 
seven items - “the importance (to the student) of influencing the political structure, 
influencing social values, helping others who are in difficulty, becoming involved in 
programs to clean up the environment, participating in a community action program, 
and keeping up to date with political affairs” (p. 9). The result of a pair-wise T-test 
comparing the means of prescores and postscores indicated that Asian American 
students showed the “biggest decline during college in commitment to civic 
engagement through activism” (Vogelgesang, 2001, p. 19). In the realm of political 
behavior, the HER! report on students' political attitude and voting behavior, 
suggested that Asian American college graduates were less likely to vote than any 
other racial/ethnic groups (Higher Education Research Institute, 2004). The report 
(Higher Education Research Institute, 2004) was part of a longitudinal study on civic 
engagement of college students, and was based on the cross-sectional analysis of the 
follow-up survey conducted in 2003, in which early-career college graduates were 
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asked questions regarding their various political behaviors and attitudes. Some may 
rightfully argue that voting is limited to American citizens, and given that a large 
proportion of Asian (American) students are permanent residents, they are expected to 
vote less. However, a similar negative relationship between being Asian and voting 
was confirmed even when Hillygus (2005) included only American citizens in the 
1993/03 Baccalaureate and Beyond Longitudinal Study (B&B:93), and it seems to be 
reasonable to at least identify voting among college educated Asian Americans as 
important research agenda. 
Another source of evidence that suggests Asian American students’ differential 
college outcomes may be drawn from a series of studies that analyzed the Diverse 
Democracy dataset (Hurtado, 2003), part of which this dissertation utilized. From the 
preliminary analysis by Hurtado et al. (2002), we know that Asian American students 
that represented the eleven original participating institutions were less likely to view 
conflicts as part of democracy than other racial/ethnic groups prior to college. The final 
report of the data analysis (Hurtado, 2003) also outlined that their attitudes toward 
conflicts as part of democracy remained the same at the end of their sophomore year 
(Hurtado, 2003). Additionally, researchers who analyzed the same dataset to examine 
Asian American students’ social awareness level reported that being Asian was the 
only negative variable associated with this variable at the end of the second year 
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(Greene & Kamimura, 2003). Further, Endberg (2004) whose dissertation investigated 
students’ development in pluralistic orientation reported that Asian American students 
were less likely than their White students to rate their pluralistic orientation as 
strengths. These findings stand in contrast with the results of change studies or within- 
college studies in which college students in general develop their civic awareness and 
tolerance toward multiple perspectives (Astin, 1993; Pascarella et al., 1996). 
One limitation of previous impact studies on conditional effects of college is 
that none seem to have conducted factor analysis of the outcome variables for 
subgroups in the sample. Most typically, researchers (e.g., Pascarella et al., 1996; 
Whitt at al., 2001) assumed that the factor loadings would be similar for the students of 
all racial backgrounds, and did not conduct the analyses separately as they presented 
the results of factor analyses of the outcome variables. No previous studies examined 
whether or how students of different racial/ethnic backgrounds responded to the 
constructs measured in various democratic scales when it is possible that Asian 
American students (or any other different group from the majority) might have a 
different concept or attitude regarding what is democracy and what it means to be a 
democratic citizen. For example, students’ attitude toward conflicts enhancing 
democracy in Hurtado et al. (2002) was defined by five statements, “democracy thrives 
on different views,” “conflicting perspectives is health in a democracy,” “conflict 
53 
between groups can have positive consequences,” “building coalitions from varied 
interests is key to a working democracy,” and “conflict is a normal part ot life.” Given 
the fact that some of the Asian American students retain strong Asian values including 
avoidance of conflicts (Chang, 1996), many ot them may not necessarily view conflicts 
between groups as positive. 
Summary 
The purpose of this chapter was to present a critical review of college impact 
studies on students’ civic engagement in four areas of inquiry. The analytical review of 
available literature on change studies suggested that while measurement of change is a 
complex issue, often limited by absence of a control group, studies that assessed 
students’ pre and post dispositions indicated that their sense of civic responsibility does 
seem to increase at least during the four years of college. The “net effects” studies, 
which are to address the unique impact of college experiences by comparing college 
graduates and non-college attendees, are few in number and difficult to conduct due to 
research design challenges. Since no longitudinal studies tracked civic orientation of 
the two groups at multiple points, and most datasets included only the cross-sectional 
statistics of how the two groups differed in adulthood, delineating the “net effects” of 
college education is the most onerous aspect of studying college impacts on civic 
engagement. 
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The “within-college” studies, on the other hand, have borne more fruitful 
results enabled by the statistical manipulation such as multiple regression and 
hierarchical regression. Previous studies revealed that there are certain college 
experiences that seem to foster students’ active civic engagement while controlling for 
students' pre-college characteristics including their democratic orientation. Students’ 
academic engagement (more credits), informal interaction with their peers (particularly 
with diverse peers) and faculty, leadership experiences, and participation in service 
learning were among the factors that were found to be positively related to their 
democratic outcomes. Finally, while there appears to be evidence that college 
experiences contribute to students’ democratic development, college impacts on civic 
development seem to also vary depending on the students’ background characteristics. 
Particularly, a limited number of studies that included Asian American students 
suggested that they may be escaping some of the expected outcomes of college 
education such as civic development. 
In summary, the review of college impact studies provided a compelling case 
for a need to a) investigate how college experiences may or may not influence Asian 
American students’ civic engagement (Engberg, 2004; Hurtado et al., 2002), and b) 
design a methodological sound study that can advance our understanding of college 
impact on Asian American students’ civic engagement. 
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Literature Review on Asian American Students 
Introduction 
The preceding section discussed how little evidence there is to support the 
benefit of college education on Asian American students’ civic engagement. However, 
there are a variety of studies that provide some clues from which one may infer Asian 
American students’ civic orientation. The purpose of this section is to discuss four of 
such themes that can be observed in broader educational literature regarding Asian 
American students’ civic engagement. The first theme deals with how, because of a 
stereotype of Asian American students as model minorities, their civic engagement or 
need to foster their civic development may have been neglected. The second theme 
addresses Asian traditional values such as obedience and conformity to authority and 
social and family obligations over individual interests that are generally shared by 
Asians (Okazaki & Bojczyk, 2002; Yeh & Huang, 1996). I will discuss how these 
values affect parental involvement in students’ choice of academic majors and career 
aspirations. While not directly associated wdth civic behaviors, the discussion is 
included in order to show how civic engagement may not be the highest priority as an 
outcome of college education for this group of students. A third theme is related to 
help-seeking behaviors, and I will focus on Asian American students’ tendency to 
underutilize direct help as it relates to their inclination to exercise rights as citizens. 
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Finally, I will discuss an emerging theme on Asian American students’ activism. 
Unlike the first three themes that tend to depict Asian Americans as somewhat less 
civic-minded, the last theme provides evidence that challenges this general image. 
Taken together, this section aims to provide additional observations on Asian 
American students’ civic engagement from a variety of angles. 
Paradox of Model Minority Stereotype and Asian American Students’ Civic 
Engagement 
The proportion of Asian American students as a percentile of total college 
enrollments has increased from 2% to 6% over the last two decades (U.S. Department 
of Education, 2001), and this group of students are often described as a “rapidly 
emerging minority group in higher education” whose need for educational 
opportunities is “as pressing as that of other peoples of color” (Raines, 1998, p. 76). 
Much of the demographic increase is a result of the changes made in American 
immigration policy such as the Immigration Reform act of 1965, which eliminated the 
quota provisions set to disfavor immigration from Asian countries (Nakanishi, 1994). 
Despite the growing number of Asian American students on campuses across 
the nation, research on this group of students remains sparse, and their needs and 
welfare in higher education have remained largely neglected and unattended (Osajima, 
1995; Takagi, 1993). Part of their invisibility in research is due to the “model 
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minority” myth that prevailed in the 1970s and 1980s. “Model minority” is a term used 
to refer to the educational and professional achievements of Asian Americans, who 
appear to have succeeded despite their minority status in American society (Suzuki, 
2002). This stereotypical image of Asian Americans was particularly salient in the 
educational literature, where they were often portrayed as “a source of delight - good, 
hardworking students” (Kitano & Daniels, 2001, p. 215). As a result, though such 
stereotypes give Asian American students unfair pressure to succeed (Stanley, 
Rohdieck, & Tang, 1999), institutions have often assumed that Asian American 
students are well adjusted, and consequently failed to look closely at their college 
experiences beyond what was conventionally reported about their academic 
performance (Suzuki, 2002). 
Asian American students may seem to be successfully involved in higher 
education as their graduation rates (of the 1998-2001 cohorts at four-year institutions), 
64.5% were the highest among all racial/ethnic groups in the nation (Knapp, 2006). 
Over 44% of the Asian population aged 25 or above have a bachelor’s degree 
compared to 26% of White, 14% of African, and 10% of Hispanic population (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2003). “Overrepresentation” of Asian American students in the 
University of California system often caught media attention during the 1980s, and 
such representation even led the administration to unfairly place an upper limit of 
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Asian American student enrollment (Wang, 1995). However, a seemingly “successful” 
image of Asian American students often masked important issues they may face such 
as racial discrimination, glass ceiling, and under-representation of Asian American 
leaders in managerial positions (Suzuki. 2002). A paradox of successful stereotype of 
Asian Americans and their absence in leadership positions continues to be an issue in 
society at large (Zane & Song, 2007). 
In fact, although democratic citizenship is characterized by communication 
skills, leadership skills, and self-efficacy, Asian Americans do not generally appear to 
excel in any of these areas (Liang et ah, 2002). On the contrary, Massey, Charles, 
Lundy, and Fischer (2003), who investigated a number of background characteristics 
of college students enrolled in some of the elite institutions with an extensive list of 
survey questions, reported a very consistent picture of Asian American students faring 
lower in self-ratings on their leadership skills and self-efficacy than other groups of 
students. For example, Asian American students in their sample (Massey et ah, 2003) 
had the least confidence in themselves, and they considered themselves as leaders or 
socially popular the least among all racial/ethnic groups. In addition, fewer Asian 
American students reported being as politically active or liberal than other minority 
students in Massey et ah (2003), and the same results were reported in another recent 
CIRP survey (Chang, 2003). In Massey et ah (2003), 11.2% of Asian American 
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students compared to 15.7% and 20.6% of Latino and African American students, 
respectively, self-identified as politically active. Similarly, in Chang (2003), when 
asked about their political orientation, 30.8% of Asian Americans rated themselves as 
either political liberal or far left while nearly 40% of Latino and African American 
students identified themselves as such. 
There is apparently a paradox of the successful stereotype of Asian Americans 
and their absence in leadership positions (Zane & Song, 2007). One of the critical 
needs of Asian American students is the development of leadership skills by 
encouraging them to be involved in mainstream student organizations and assume 
leadership roles (Suzuki, 2002). 
Parental Influence, Academic Majors, and Future Aspirations 
While the model minority stereotype prevails in society, there is, interestingly 
enough, a paralleling theme in the literature of Asian American students as studious 
with high academic aspirations. Asian parents have a tendency to exercise a more 
authoritarian style in child-rearing, rewarding their children for good school 
performance while punishing them for academic under-achievement (Massey et al., 
2003). Studies on parental expectations and influences on students’ academic lives in 
which Asian parents tend to prompt greater parental involvement and expectation than 
other racial groups seem to have contributed to shaping the image of Asian American 
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students as being focused on academics (Fejgin, 1995). Goyette and Xie (1999), who 
examined the parental educational expectations of 8th graders, found that Asian parents 
expected their children to pursue their educations longer than their White American 
counterparts. Stanley et al. (1999) in their qualitative study reported that parental 
influence on their children's career choice was strong, and many were pressed to 
consider getting into the fields of business, engineering, or computer science since “the 
money and prestige that these professions offered made them acceptable” (p. 120). 
Similar findings were obtained in an earlier study by Kim (1993) in which the author 
interviewed Korean American college students and found that students’ career 
aspirations were strongly influenced by the cultural model of success. In her study, 
Korean American students expressed their parents’ desire to pursue fields of study that 
are directly linked to economic returns and prestige such as engineering and medicine 
(Kim, 1993). Mau (1997) in comparing the parental expectations of Asian immigrants, 
Asian Americans, and White Americans of high school students also found that both 
Asian immigrant and Asian American groups perceived higher academic expectations 
from their parents than their White counterparts while White students reported more 
parental involvement in various school activities such as various events and meetings. 
While not limited to Asian American students, they also tended to cite getting a 
high-paying job as the primary purpose of attending college or preparing for graduate 
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work (Liu & Sedlacek, 1999). For example, statistical data showed that fewer Asian 
American students opted to build a career in the public service sector compared to 
other racial groups (Simpson, 2001). Instead, Asian American students were more 
likely to major in science or engineering in a higher proportion than African American, 
Latino, and White students (Vogelgesang, 2001). Although not all Asian American 
students choose to take math and engineering courses, studies show that taking math 
and science credits in college are negatively related to their civic engagement (Hillygus, 
2005) and openness to diversity (Pascarella et ah, 1996). Albeit fragmentary, the 
literature described here seems to imply that under the cultural influence of satisfying 
parental expectations, some Asian American students may be pursuing their college 
education with a prospect of high financial returns, and in the process of doing so, 
some of them may be tracked out of the college experiences that facilitate their civic 
engagement. 
Help-Seeking Behaviors 
A third thread that prevails across writings on Asian American students, 
particularly in the field of counseling psychology, concerns their help-seeking 
behaviors. Help-seeking is an area of interest a number of researchers in the field have 
studied as to how people deal with difficult situations, and individuals’ coping 
strategies may range trom seeking counseling, talking to family members, to problem 
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avoidance (Berg & Miller, 1992). Although help-seeking itself may not be considered 
as an act of civic engagement, it deals with the extent to which individuals “regard 
themselves as being entitled to make claims on their institutions” (Rawls, 1993, p. 32) 
to exercise their civic rights. 
In this regard, Asian Americans in general seem to be less engaged as they are 
less knowledgeable about their civil rights and the U.S. legal system (“Racial 
Violence,” 1993), and have difficulty taking advantage of available services when 
facing social problems (Dhooper, 1991). For example, though crime victims of all 
backgrounds are generally found to be unaware of their rights and therefore do not 
seek legal protection (Kilpatrick, Beatty, & Howley, 1998), Asian Americans are 
particularly unwilling to report racial harassment in facing discriminatory practices or 
incidents (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1992). In Song’s (1988) study, 64% of 
Vietnamese refugees and 71% of Chinese immigrants in California reported that they 
were not as comfortable in exercising their legal rights as their Caucasian counterparts. 
Such behaviors are often explained due to “the[ir] lack of knowledge of how to report 
and to whom to report” (Ogawa, 1990, p. 217), or “reluctance to complain,” “mistrust 
of the police,” “language barrier,” and “skepticism about the effect of legal resources” 
(“Racial Violence,” 1993, p. 1930). A recent study by Thompson Sanders (2006) 
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suggested that Asian American adults were more likely to shun their emotional 
reaction in response to experiencing discrimination. 
Similarly, even though racial discrimination against Asian American students is 
one of the most frequently neglected issues of their college experiences (Delucchi & 
Do, 1996; Liu & Sedlacek, 1999), Asian American college students do not seem to 
utilize the available resources to deal with the issue. Previous studies mostly in the 
field of counseling psychology have shown that Asian American students exhibit 
patterns of coping behaviors that are different from those of White American students. 
For example, Asian American students tend to refrain from exercising assertive 
behaviors such as claiming one’s rights and voicing a personal opinion in a meeting 
compared to White students (Zane, Sue, Hu, & Kwon, 1991). In Narikiyo and 
Kameoka’s (1992) study of Japanese American students' underuse of mental health 
services, Japanese American students were more likely than their White American 
counterparts to endure and adjust to a situation or to talk to family and/or friends. 
Similarly, Chang (1996) found that Asian American students used “significantly 
greater problem avoidance and social withdrawal strategies than Caucasian American 
students” (p. 120) to cope with stressful situations. 
In terms of the use of legal resources, which pertains more to civic involvement, 
Asian American students are not the most efficient users of such tools, nor are they 
64 
fully familiar with them. According to a report from the University of California 
System, Asian American students did not seem to be taking advantage of the available 
services on campuses (“Asian Pacific Americans,” 1994). In that system, in which 
Asian American students comprise 20% of the student body, they “did not use formal 
or informal grievance procedures available on most campuses when they experienced 
incidents of racial discrimination or harassment on campus” (p. 14). Analogously, in a 
survey study conducted at UMass/Amherst to assess students’ experiences of racial 
discrimination, Asian American students’ awareness level of their rights and 
procedural knowledge was found to be significantly lower than that of their White 
counterparts (Kotori & Malaney, 2003). In this study. White students were more likely 
to be aware that racial harassment is a violation of an individual civil rights and the 
Code of Student Conduct than Asian American students, and they were also more 
likely to have procedural knowledge to file a complaint against racial harassment on 
campus (Kotori & Malaney, 2003). 
Reasons for Asian American students’ avoidance of social protection or legal 
procedures may vary from situation to situation. At the University of Connecticut, 
when several Asian American students were verbally harassed with racial remarks by 
White students in 1987, their reluctance to bring the matter to the university 
administration was reportedly due to fear of reprisal (Chan & Wang, 1991). In 
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Johnson’s (2003) study, which studied how students of different racial/ethnic groups 
perceived residential living experiences at a predominantly White institution in the 
Northeast, Asian American students were least likely to feel comfortable about 
participating in hall government meetings. In her study, their reluctance to participate 
in hall meetings were related to their negative perceptions of racial climate in residence 
halls as well as lack of confidence in residence hall programs’ ability to adequately 
address the interests of all racial/ethnic groups. 
Others offer cultural explanations for inactive participation of Asian American 
students in the campus judicial system. Osajima (1995), for instance, explained that 
Asian American students are hesitant to take procedural action against racism because 
they are concerned that fellow Asian American students may be “wary of [those] who 
focus on problems of racism [when] they were taught not to rock the boat or bring 
undue attention upon themselves” (p. 49). Furthermore, even though their seemingly 
passive behaviors may be indicative of their lack of knowledge regarding available 
legal procedures and services to protect them from racism, “the desire to remain in the 
political background is an adaptive response to racism in American society” (Osajima, 
1995, p. 49). 
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Asian American Students’ Activism 
Finally, while Asian American students at the aggregate level may seem to be 
less civically minded compared to students of other racial/ethnic groups, there is also 
an emerging theme that attempts to capture their active social engagement. Asian 
American students’ engagement in campus activities has been investigated, albeit on a 
sporadic basis, both quantitatively and qualitatively. For example, in one single¬ 
institution study, which utilized the Diverse Democracy Project data at time of entry 
into college, Asian American female students were found to be as likely as African 
American and Hispanic students to engage in diverse activities such as participating in 
groups/activities reflecting their background, joining an organization that promotes 
cultural diversity, and getting to know individuals from diverse backgrounds (Milem & 
Umbach, 2003). Inkelas (2004) reported that such involvement in ethnic organizations 
had a strong impact on their perceived gains in awareness of and understanding of their 
Asian American identity. 
There are also several qualitative studies that offered a glimpse of Asian 
American students’ activism. First, Takeda’s (2001) case study, which investigated 
Asian American students’ attitudes toward a creation of the Asian American Studies 
program at Princeton University during the campus-wide campaign, provided 
interesting insights into their political orientation. This study found that Asian 
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American students, who indicated opposition to the establishment of the Asian 
American Studies program, did so not because they were apolitical or lacked interest in 
the issues surrounding the state of Asian Americans on that campus. Rather, it was 
found that their reservation to support the new program derived from the concern that 
the creation of such a program may not improve the racial relations on campus but 
could be detrimental by separating Asian American students from mainstream 
Americans (Takeda, 2001). In another study, Rhoads, Lee, and Yamada (2003) 
investigated the roles of an Asian American student organization in a case study at a 
Midwestern university, and noted that the organization helped raise students’ 
awareness of social injustice, provided space for panethnic collective action, and a 
political, cultural, and social network. Community-based youth programs and activities 
are other examples which are often overlooked (Kiang, 2001). Although voting 
patterns tend to receive much scholarly attention, Kiang (2001) documented how Asian 
immigrant youth were actually quite engaged in community-based projects such as 
citizenship education and local political campaigns, and learned to “create their own 
pathways for political participation” (p. 254), and argued that such grassroot efforts 
merit more recognition and support. 
Unlike the prevalent image of Asian American students as being passive, these 
studies suggested that their engagement level as currently speculated may not be as 
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different from that of other racial/ethnic groups. On the contrary, Asian American 
students often voice their concerns about the model minority stereotypes as “studious, 
not a trouble maker, and an example for the rest of the student body” (Stanley et al., 
1999, p. 121), and some of them attempt to dispel the stereotype by engaging in 
“behaviors that are not usually associated with academically successful students” such 
as participation in gangs or cutting school (Chae, 2004, p.69). Choe (1999) asserts that 
if Asian American students are observed to be quiet when they are otherwise in their 
ethnic context/environment, the question that ought to be asked is what may be 
silencing Asian American students. 
Summary 
The purpose of this section was to gain additional insights into Asian American 
students’ civic engagement by drawing on literature beyond higher education research 
in order to augment what the literature review on college impact has informed or 
lacked. This section discussed four dominant themes that prevail in educational 
research to illuminate multiple aspects of Asian American students’ civic engagement. 
The model minority myth was first discussed in relation to how such representation 
might have swayed researchers from investigating their civic engagement. The second 
theme looked at the relationship between parental expectations and students’ choice of 
majors and careers. The discussion included how there is a cultural element that plays 
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out in students’ adherence to parental advice and sense of obligation, and how a certain 
pattern of degree pursuit may result in missing out on civic development opportunities. 
The fourth theme dealt with students’ help-seeking behaviors, and illustrated that 
Asian American students are not generally described as leaders, and that they tend to 
engage in seemingly passive coping strategies in facing difficulties. Finally, a literature 
on Asian American students’ activism was introduced to present an alternative 
discourse for the dominant images of Asian American students as “model minority” 
and “passive students.” Albeit small in volume, empirical research, mostly with a 
qualitative approach, has demonstrated that that their college lives are not limited to 
the development of academic skills and career preparation. Rather, there seem to be a 
fair amount of activities that researchers may have not examined carefully. 
Review of Literature on Asian Americans, Political Participation 
Introduction 
Legal restrictions on political participation based on class, race, gender, and age 
have all but disappeared in the United States, but the full integration of these 
groups into public life has yet to be achieved. Many of the ways citizens 
become politically informed involve social and economic circumstances (for 
example, formal education and politically impinged occupations) that are still 
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less accessible to members of these groups. The legacy of past exclusion also 
has created norms and expectations that continue to serve as subtle barriers to 
political engagement. Thus, there is reason to believe that members of these 
traditionally excluded groups continue to be less politically informed than their 
more advantaged counterparts. (Carpini & Keeter, 1996, p. 156) 
In the earlier section on the assumptions of this dissertation, I briefly discussed 
that the underlying principle of liberal democracy includes “liberal conceptions of 
equality, justice, and fairness” (Park, 2004, p. 32) through a constitutional democracy. 
Embedded in the idea of liberal democracy was the premise that political participation 
in American democracy is constitutionally guaranteed and granted to all American 
citizens, who in turn uphold the citizenry obligations (Rawls, 1993). 
According to Putnam (2000), among various civic obligations, voting is 
considered as “the most common act of democratic citizenship” (p. 31). However, not 
all who came to or were born in the United States were automatically granted 
citizenship which would entitle one to the social benefits as well as the political rights 
to vote (King, 2000). Asian immigrants were one of such groups who were historically 
denied citizenship through a series of discriminatory immigration acts (Ancheta, 1998). 
The structural barriers Asian immigrants experienced to gaining citizenship not only 
constrained their participation in civic affairs such as voting, but also racialized their 
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presence in American society as inassimilable foreigners (Park, 2004). As the quote by 
Carpini and Keeter (1996) at the outset of this section alluded to the complexity of 
minority political participation, the dissonance between liberal democracy and 
constitutional discrimination against Asian Americans is one dimension that needs to 
be addressed in considering Asian Americans’ political participation (Lien, 2001). 
The puipose of this section is to add another layer of literature to the 
understanding of Asian American students’ civic engagement by examining how 
constitutional exclusion of Asian immigrants from becoming American citizens might 
have affected their political participation in a larger historical context. I will begin by 
providing an overview of Asian American history in which Asian immigrants were 
long excluded from gaining citizenship, and discuss how such exclusion conflicted 
with the values and ideals rooted in liberal democracy (Chang, 1999; Park, 2004). I 
will then discuss how, despite discrimination, people of Asian descent persistently 
combated against social injustice. Next I will turn to contemporary research on Asian 
Americans’ political participation, particularly, in electoral activities, and explore the 
relationship between college education and their political engagement. By capturing 
both empirical and historical evidence of Asian Americans’ political involvement, I 
will illustrate varying levels of political participation by Asian Americans, and 
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highlight some of the specific factors (including a college degree) that seem to be 
related to Asian Americans’ active political participation. 
Asians, Citizenship, and American Constitutional Democracy 
Contrary to the egalitarian picture of the American constitution, political 
participation for racial/ethnic minorities, particularly of Asian descent, was not an 
option available throughout American history. Critical legal scholars have argued that 
US citizenship laws are “driven by political demands and imperatives that resulted in 
inequalities and hierarchies” (King, 2000, p. 287), and as early as in 1790, the US 
government enacted naturalization legislation which restricted citizenship to only “free 
white persons” (Ancheta, 1998, p. 6). Consequently, immigrants from Asian countries 
experienced a number of explicit “statutory barrierfs] to becoming a U.S. citizen” 
(Gotanda, 2001, p. 83), and it was not until 1952 that Asian immigrants including those 
who were born in the US were finally allowed to become naturalized citizens and 
granted citizens’ rights (Ancheta, 1998). Additionally, until the 1965 Immigration Act, 
which removed the quota set for immigrants from non-Western nations, most of the 
immigrants to the US were from Europe (Okihiro, 2001). In light of the institutional 
discrimination American society impinged on Asians' entering the country and 
becoming a citizen or permanent resident in the U.S. (Lowe, 1996), the idea of liberal 
democracy has been contested (Chang, 1999; Park, 2004), and there has always been a 
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sense of dissonance between American liberalism characterized by “the rights ot all 
citizenry under abstract principles of egalitarian plurality” and Asian Americans’ 
“racial location [which] still functions to disrupt the enjoyment of full political and 
social equality” (Volpp, 2001, p. 78). 
Given this historical background, one may wonder to what extent Asian 
Americans may seek or may have sought to participate in American politics despite (or 
perhaps because of) the explicit discrimination against them through immigration 
policy. For example, Asian Americans may not necessarily support the system of law 
which did not always serve their interests or rights (Park, 2004), and they may have 
grown either politically alienated or motivated. In order to understand the patterns of 
Asian Americans' political behaviors, I will first look at the history of Asian American 
activism. 
Asian American History: Fighting for Social Justice 
Literature on Asian American history reveals that Asian Americans have been 
active participants, or at least, have attempted to participate in American political life. 
Contrary to the theme of political inactivity of Asian Americans that prevails in 
contemporary political science literature (e.g., Nakanishi, 1986), the history of Asian 
Americans suggests a constant and persistent series of resistance against the 
discriminatory practices in American society. That is, although immigration history of 
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Asian descent in American society is full of accounts of institutional discrimination 
and occupational exploitation, early immigrants were not silent about the injustice they 
encountered. 
As McClain and Wu McClain (1991) documented, there has been 
“overwhelming evidence that the leaders of the Chinese community in nineteenth- 
century America were quite aware of the larger political environment, took a keen 
interest in the doings of American governmental institutions, and for a very long time 
made remarkable use of those institutions to promote their interests” (p, 4). Civic 
organizations and other collective actions were one example of Asian Americans’ 
effort to combat racism. Among them was the Native Sons of Golden State (NSGS), 
which was formed in 1875 in order to “exercise their civil rights, express their 
patriotism, and promote American social and cultural activities” (Chung, 1998, p. 98). 
This organization was instrumental in “blocking the proposal by California State 
Senator Anthony Caminetti...to disenfranchise Chinese Americans” (Chung, 1998, p. 
108). Similarly, large-scale strikes by Chinese railroad workers demanding equal 
wages or organized strikes by Japanese plantation workers in Hawaii for better 
working conditions are documented as clear evidence of Asian Americans’ attempt to 
redress social injustice (Chan, 1991). 
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Additionally, historical and legal records indicate that Chinese activists and 
lawyers mobilized their communities through letter/pamphlet writing and hearing 
speeches, and brought about a number of legal victories. One of such cases was an 
1889 decision, Wong Kim Ark v. United States in which the U.S. Supreme Court 
confirmed the citizenship of native-born Chinese (Zhang, 1998, p. 58). Other such 
legal remedies included blocking a quota system for Chinese wives coming to 
American to be united with their Chinese husbands, allowing 105 Chinese immigrants 
to enter the United States, and granting them citizenship through naturalization (Wong, 
1998; Yu, 1998). Furthermore, newspapers were another powerful vehicle to empower 
Asian communities by disseminating information and encouraging the community 
members to get involved in various political activities. For example, the China Daily 
News “persistently encouraged its readers to vote in local, state, and national elections” 
by providing “information about the backgrounds and platforms of competing 
candidates and ran editorials and commentaries analyzing issues and the results of 
elections to help readers understand the American electoral system” (Yu, 1998, p. 74). 
While the passing of repeal bills was in large part motivated by the diplomatic situation 
in which the US-China ally was crucial in blocking the Japanese invasion into China, 
such political gains clearly indicated the strong and committed interest in political and 
societal affairs that affected the welfare of the Chinese community. 
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More recently, Omatsu (1994) recounted the grassroots movement for social 
change during the 1960s and 1970s when Asian American groups collectively worked 
toward mobilization, of which immigration law reforms were an example. Reparation 
campaigns for Japanese Americans' internment during the 1980s and 1990s mobilized 
political resources at both local and federal levels, and may be considered as another 
example of how Japanese Americans actively engaged in the mainstream American 
political arena (Kitano & Maki, 2003). 
Political Behaviors of Asian Americans in Contemporary American Society 
Despite the historical struggles Asian Americans experienced against various 
constitutional obstacles to gaining citizenship and voting rights, the political science 
literature has widely documented the lower rates of voter registration and turnout of 
eligible Asian Americans compared to groups of other racial/ethnic backgrounds 
(Nakanishi, 1986; Watanabe & Liu, 2002). During the 2004 election, for example, 
73.6% of White Americans were registered, of whom 65.4% voted while only 51.8% 
of Asian Americans were registered, among whom only 44.1% voted (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2005). Moreover, although the relationship between educational levels and 
voting behaviors and other political activities has been consistently demonstrated in 
political science research (e.g., Brady et ah, 1995; de la Garza & Yetim, 2003; 
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Milligan et al., 2004), research findings have been mixed regarding the link between 
Asian Americans’ political participation and their educational backgrounds. 
On one hand, research indicates that education is positively related to Asian 
Americans’ voting and volunteerism. For example, Bass and Casper (2001), who 
studied the voting behaviors of naturalized immigrants (as opposed to native-born 
citizens), found that education (categorized as “some college”) was related to voting 
along with income, marital status, age, and occupation of the naturalized Asian 
immigrants. Similarly, Ramakrishnan and Espenshade (2001) reported that education 
and age increased Asian citizens’ propensity to vote in their study which utilized the 
Current Population Survey of 1994 and 1996. Lien (2001) used similar datasets (CPS 
1992, 1994, 1996, and 2000) in her study to examine the registration and voting 
behaviors of Asian citizens by ethnicity. The CPS breaks down the educational level 
into 16 categories with having a Ph.D. as the highest on the scale. Lien (2001) reported 
that Asian citizens’ registration and voting turnout increased commensurate with 
educational attainments across all ethnic groups. 
Other studies, however, have yielded no relationship between college education 
and Asian Americans’ civic orientation. For example, Cho (1999) studied the voting 
turnout of the Asian population using the 1984 survey of California residents, and 
found that the effects of college education on voting were virtually absent. Similarly, 
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Hillygus (2005), who investigated the eollege impact on individuals’ political 
participation and voter turnout by using the national data (B&B:93), reported that 
college-educated Asian Americans (citizens) were significantly less likely to vote 
compared to their White and African American counterparts in the cohort who 
graduated during 1992-1993. Furthermore, Ecklund and Park (2005), who studied 
Asian Americans' involvement in volunteerism by using the 2000 Social Capital 
Benchmark Survey (SCBS), found that while religious affiliation (e.g., Protestants) 
was a strong predictor of increased participation in community activities, college 
education was not associated with their inclination to volunteer (Ecklund & Park, 
2005). 
One of the keys to understanding and interpreting these inconsistent research 
Findings would be to examine whether these studies distinguished the location in which 
a respondent’s college degree was obtained (e.g., in the United States or in another 
country). Given that over half of Asians in the United States were born abroad, it is 
likely that some of them, if not the majority of them, might have received their 
undergraduate college education in another country, and not in the United States (Cho, 
1999). Especially, since most of the people who immigrated to the United States after 
the Immigration Reform Act of 1965 were likely to have already received a college 
degree in their home countries, it is possible that a college education received 
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elsewhere may not have had as much impact on the voting behaviors as a college 
degree from the host country. That said, since there is no study that specified the 
country in which the college degree was obtained, whether a college degree trom a US 
institution was a confounding variable or not remains to be explored. 
Although research does not seem to provide strong evidence that a college 
degree from a US institution helps Asian Americans adopt civic behaviors, past studies 
have shown a fairly clear and consistent picture of three interconnected variables that 
affected their political participation. These variables are place of birth (foreign-born 
versus US born), English proficiency, and length of residence in the United States. 
Studies have invariably demonstrated that US-born Asian Americans are more 
likely to vote than those who were born abroad and immigrated, and those who have a 
better command of English are also more likely to vote (Cho, 1999). Cho’s (1999) 
finding is interesting in that Asian Americans were found to vote in a manner similar 
to the majority of other Americans when place of birth was controlled. Leighley and 
Vedlitz (1999) reported identical results that place of birth and native language 
predicted Asians’ basic political participation (e.g., voting, community service, petition, 
rally, contacting officials) in their study that utilized the Texas Public Opinion Survey 
of 1993. Since political participation involves (and perhaps presumes) a certain 
amount of literacy skills as individuals seek and evaluate information (Thompson, 
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1970). these findings are not too suiprising. In fact, language related variables such as 
higher SAT verbal scores (Hillygus, 2005) and amount of time spent reading (Bennett, 
Rhine, & Flickinger, 2000) have been found to be strong predictors of voting and 
participation in public affairs. 
The other factor related to Asian Americans’ political participation is length of 
residence in the US. Wong (2000) studied the factors that facilitated Asian immigrants’ 
formation of party identification. In this study, length of political exposure (e.g., length 
of residence) as well as English proficiency was found to have a strong relationship 
with Asian immigrants’ development of partisanship. Similarly, Tam (1995) examined 
the political behaviors of Chinese, Japanese, and Korean Americans in California, and 
found that Japanese Americans, the majority of whom were US born and therefore 
resided in the US the longest, were the most active voters among the three ethnic 
groups. Bass and Casper's (2001) study confirmed the earlier findings as well. In their 
study, which specifically examined the voting behaviors of Asian immigrants who 
became naturalized citizens by using the 1994 Current Population Survey, the authors 
found that length of residence in the US was a significant predictor of voting. These 
studies suggest that the observed pattern of political participation of Asian population 
in the US is mostly due to the immigration population who have not acquired the 
political norms or linguistic skills sufficiently enough to perform the civic duties. As 
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Ong and Nakanishi (2003) observed, it is likely that “Asian immigrants appear to attain 
levels of political involvement that are the same, if not the better, than those of native- 
born Asian citizens with the passage of a substantial period ot time — over two decades 
- and with increased acculturation” (p. 130). 
Alternatively, while the political literature in general depicts Asians' political 
engagement as limited when measured by their registration and voting rates, “voting is 
only one means by which constituents communicate their political views to public 
officials” (Espiritu, 1992, p. 61), and studies indicate that Asian Americans are 
engaged in political affairs in forms other than voting. For example, political donations 
do not require a donor to be a registered voter, nor an American citizen, and Asian 
groups are speculated to be the second largest political donors after Jewish Americans 
(Espiritu, 1992). Asian Americans’ active campaign contributions were noted by 
Leighley and Vedlitz (1999), who reported that being Asian was negatively associated 
with only voting, and not other related political orientation variables such as political 
participation, contribution, and contacting officials. 
Additionally, in reviewing Asian Americans’ participation in electoral politics, 
Lai, Tam-Cho, Kim, and Takeda (2002) pointed out that Asian Americans “are quite 
political, but that this political activity is largely manifested in nonelectoral activities, 
including cultural politics, labor politics, feminist politics, and so forth” (p. 327-328). 
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For example, recent Asian immigrants are likely to be concerned about the political 
situations of their home countries, which may supersede their interest in electoral 
politics of the United States (Espiritu, 1992). Asian American feminist movements, in 
fact, have focused on the transnational issues such as labor malpractices of the garment 
industry and family issues such as domestic violence (Lien, 2001). In light of the active 
political and social involvement in non-electoral life, scholars have argued that there is 
a need to “look beyond conventionally described mainstream politics” as when Asian 
Americans’ political inclination is defined narrowly within the conventional political 
terms, absence of mainstream traits are highlighted, which in turn make them apolitical 
and passive observers of politics (Lai et al., 2002, p. 328). 
In this regard. Lien’s (2004) qualitative study shed light on what might be 
behind Asian Americans' seemingly passive political involvement. Lien (2004) studied 
the political experiences of 15 Chinese Americans through an in-depth interview, and 
illuminated their complex and sophisticated political views. Chinese Americans in the 
study reported a loose party affiliation (Republican vs. Democrat) or political 
orientation (liberal vs. conservative) not because they were apolitical or disengaged in 
politics, but because the terminology often used in the survey instrument did not 
accurately describe their political stance. For example, most of the respondents were 
not often clear about the difference between “liberal” and “conservative,” or identified 
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oneself as liberal on some issues (international relations) while taking a conservative 
position in other issues (e.g., sexual orientation). Likewise, while they may not feel 
strongly about their partisanship, some mentioned the virtue oi being “neutral, and 
how neutrality is valued in Chinese culture. In other words, these respondents quite 
interested in both international and domestic issues as well as community issues that 
directly affected their lives, but felt that “the best approach in governing was to 
combine the strengths of the two [parties]” (Lien, 2004, p. 97). 
Summary 
The literature review on Asian Americans’ political participation presented in 
this section offered three major findings. First, the history of Asian American activism 
revealed that Asian Americans have been active participants in American politics as 
they tried to challenge racial injustice embedded in American immigration legislation. 
Second, although some studies rejected a relationship between higher education and 
political behaviors of Asian Americans (e.g., Ecklund & Park, 2005; Hillygus, 2005), 
the research findings are mixed (e.g., Bass & Casper, 2001; Lien, 2001), and it would 
be premature to determine that college educated Asian Americans are no more likely 
than those without college education to participate in political activities. Since a higher 
ratio of Asian Americans (34.4% as opposed to 4.5% in the total population) in the US 
are foreign-born (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004), some of them (especially foreign-born 
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and recent immigrants) are likely to have received their college education outside the 
United States, and it would not be surprising if the relationship between education and 
political participation were weak for those Asian Americans who were educated in a 
political system different from that of the United States. Finally, regarding Asian 
Americans’ voting rates being lower than other racial/ethnic groups, the factors 
influencing their undervoting seem to have more to do with an individual’s 
immigration background such as place of birth, length of residence in the United States, 
and English proficiency rather than being Asian. Therefore, while voting records 
continue to indicate Asian Americans’ lower turnout rates, these demographic 
variables may have interaction effects with the race variable, and it might well be that 
immigration variables would have the same (negative) effects on White Americans’ 
voting behaviors as well. 
Summary of Literature Reviews 
Asian American students, despite their low profile in civic affairs in the larger 
society, have not received much scholarly attention until recently. The preceding 
literature reviews in higher education, educational research, and political science 
offered several implications for guiding research on Asian American students’ civic 
engagement. First, there is little research that specifically assessed Asian American 
students’ civic engagement. While recent college impact studies have begun to provide 
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some evidence that they may differ from other groups of students (e.g., Hurtado et ah, 
2002), there need to be more follow-up studies to continue this line of research. Second, 
while a number of longitudinal college impact studies (e.g., Astin et al., 1999; 
Pascarella et al., 1988) provided data on how a variety of college experiences such as 
interaction with faculty/peers, service learning, and diverse interaction are positively 
associated with greater civic engagement, few studies measured or reported actual 
gains in student’s civic engagement or the magnitude of college influence on students’ 
democratic orientation. Higher education research thus could gauge the influence of 
college experiences on students’ democratic orientation by both documenting change 
and delineating specific factors that predict the change. 
Third, shifting to the contribution of political science literature to 
understanding Asian Americans’ political behaviors, studies pinned down specific 
demographic variables such as Asian Americans’ generational status, citizenship status, 
and linguistic background that are related to their political behaviors. However, few 
higher education studies have considered these variables in the past, and more research 
should test how they may play out. Finally, unlike the findings drawn from 
educational research which tended to portray Asian American students as civically 
disengaged and alienated, Asian American history indicated that Asian Americans 
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have played significant roles in achieving social justice. The historical documents and 
a number of legal cases served as evidence that could challenge such stereotypes. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This chapter develops five research questions based upon the discussions of the 
literature review in the previous chapter. It also describes the data and statistical 
procedures that were used in order to address each of the five research questions. 
Following the description of the sample, both outcome variables and independent 
variables are identified. Finally, the problems of missing variables are addressed. 
Research Questions 
The purpose of this dissertation was to examine 1) how Asian American 
students’ civic attitudes and behaviors at two public institutions changed over time (at 
two points in time; Time 1 = upon entry into college and Time 2 = at the end of their 
sophomore year), 2) how their civic attitudes and behaviors compared with those of 
their White counterparts at two points, and 3) what factors (demographic, pre-college 
characteristics/experiences, and college engagement/experiences) affected Asian 
American students’ democratic orientation. Based on the review of higher education 
and political science literatures, the following research questions were formulated for 
investigation. 
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1. How did Asian American students compare with their White counterparts with 
respect to various democratic dispositions when they entered college (Time 1) 
and at the end of sophomore year (Time 2)? 
2. How did Asian American students’ demographic characteristics such as 
generational status, immigration status, place of birth, use of English language 
at home affect their democratic outcomes? For example, was there any 
difference between Asian permanent residents and Asian American citizens in 
terms of their democratic orientation? 
3. How did Asian American and White students change (or did they change at 
all?) in their democratic orientation at the end of their sophomore year 
compared to the time when they matriculated into college? 
4. With regards to the effects of college engagement on students' democratic 
orientation at Time 2, how much did college experiences during the first two 
years influence the democratic variables at Time 2 after two years of college 
experience? Additionally, what were some of the predictors associated with the 
greater democratic outcomes? 
5. With regards to the effects of college engagement on how students changed 
between Time 1 and Time 2, how much did college experiences during the first 
two years influence the change between Time 1 and Time 2? Additionally, 
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what were some of the predictors associated with the greater changes in their 
democratic orientation? 
Method and Procedures 
Research Design 
In order to answer the research questions described above, I utilized a causal- 
comparative research design with a longitudinal dataset in which students’ democratic 
orientation was individually tracked and evaluated at two different times (Time 1 and 
Time 2). The casual-comparative method is used when the researcher is interested in 
discovering “possible causes and effects of a behavior pattern or personal characteristic 
by comparing individuals in whom it is present with individuals in whom it is absent or 
present to a lesser degree” (Gall et al., 1996, p. 380). The reason for using this method 
was that it allows the researcher to compare the groups without experimental 
manipulation (Gall et al., 1996). For example, in order to assess the influence of college 
experiences, this dissertation compared students of different racial background and of 
those who had particular college experiences to a greater degree. In terms of drawbacks, 
a main disadvantage of using this method is that it is difficult to determine the causal- 
effect relationship even when the statistical differences are observed (Gall et al., 1996). 
The five research questions discussed earlier are represented in the conceptual 
models (Figures 1 - 5). Figure 1 is a representation of research question 1, and it 
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describes how Asian American and White students’ democratic orientation compared 
with each other’s at each point. Figure 2 addresses research question 2, and depicts the 
group differences that might exist among Asian American students based on their 
citizenship status and place of birth. Figure 3 illustrates research question 3, which 
examined how Asian American and White students’ democratic orientation changed 
between Time 1 and Time 2, and whether there was any difference in the pattern of 
change between the two groups. Figure 4 displays the conceptual model for research 
question 4, and it represents a diagram of how college engagement/environment affects 
students’ democratic orientation measured at Time 2. Finally, Figure 5 shows the 
model for research question 5, which examined the influence of college experiences on 
the difference students exhibited in their democratic orientation between Time 1 and 
Time 2. 
Source of Data 
This dissertation employed part of the data collected in the Diverse Democracy 
Project (DDP) (Hurtado, 2003). The DDP was a federally-funded, multi-institutional 
longitudinal study, which was originally conducted at ten public four-year universities 
in order to investigate the effects of diverse learning environments and students’ 
diversity experiences on their cognitive, socio-cognitive, and democratic skills upon 
their entry into college and two years after matriculation (Hurtado, 2003). An initial 
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survey was distributed in the fall of 2000 to all entering first-year students at these 
institutions, and a follow-up survey was administered to those who completed the first 
survey in the spring of 2002 at individual institutions. 
This dissertation made use of data from two institutions, the University of 
Massachusetts/Amherst (UMass/Amherst) and University of Maryland (UMD). For the 
purpose of this study, only Asian American and White students were included in the 
dataset. The UMass/Amherst data contained a total of 746 students, of which 69 were 
Asian American (8.7%), and 677 were White students (91.3%). The UMD dataset 
included a total of 796 students, of which 142 were Asian American (17.8%) and 654 
were White (82.2%) students. The final dataset combining the two institutions included 
1,542 students, of which 211 were Asian American (13.7%), and 1,331 were White 
(86.3%) students. 
The benefits of using the DDP dataset included the following three points. First, 
no other single survey instrument had a primary focus on students’ democratic skills 
and citizenship characteristics. The DDP survey instrument contained items pertaining 
directly and specific to students’ level of civic engagement and democratic orientation 
in depth and at length. For example, the general concept of democratic orientation 
consisted ol ten scales such as social justice, participation in democracy, acceptance of 
conflict, and social leadership abilities, and each scale construction involved four to 14 
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related items thus enhancing the scale reliability. In particular, the inclusion of the 
notion that conflicts are a normal aspect of a democratic society was noteworthy. As 
American society becomes even more diverse, the concept of democracy and puipose 
of civic education should naturally reflect the importance of being able to engage in 
social and political action despite the different perspectives held by others (Checkoway, 
2001). The DDP survey instrument in this regard effectively integrated the notion of 
diverse democracy (Gurin et al., 2002) into the items that addressed students’ 
perceptions and handling of diverse opinions and conflicting situations. 
Secondly, the DDP survey instrument asked students’ detailed demographic 
information such as citizenship status, immigration history, and language use at home. 
While the CIRP survey instrument contains some useful variables to assess students’ 
civic engagement, it was not until the recent version of the instrument that researchers 
started gathering detailed demographic information such as students’ citizenship status 
and English as the native language. These characteristics are particularly important in 
understanding Asian American students (Teranishi, 2002) as a large proportion of them 
are the second-generation of recent immigrants or themselves were born abroad (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2004). In addition, as was mentioned earlier in the literature review, 
generational status and English proficiency are found to directly affect Asian 
Americans’ political engagement such as voting. The DDP survey instrument included 
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these crucial variables, and can thus enable the researcher to examine how 3rd 
generation Asian American students may differ from more recent immigrants (1st 
generation, foreign-born) as an example. Moreover, such detailed information on 
students1 generational and citizenship status can be useful in redressing one of the 
limitations of this study, which is that the data did not contain students’ ethnic 
background information within the Asian American group. One of the critiques often 
raised concerning educational research on Asian American students is that a use of 
aggregate data on Asian American students, which treats them as a homogeneous group, 
may distort and misrepresent their diverse educational experiences (Chang & Kiang, 
2002; Teranishi, 2007). With information on students’ generational and citizenship 
status available in the DDP survey dataset, it is possible at least to demonstrate how 
Asian American students are a heterogeneous group with a different immigration 
history as well as a diverse linguistic background, and to examine how such diversity 
within them may influence their democratic orientation differently. 
Data Collection 
At the beginning of the fall semester in 2000 (Time 1), all entering first-year 
students at UMass/Amherst and UMD were asked to take a paper-and-pencil survey 
(initial survey) as part of the larger national study (the Diverse Democracy Project) in 
which a total of ten public four-year institutions participated (Hurtado, 2003). The 
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initial survey was administered in one of the following ways: a) during a summer/fall 
orientation, b) through a direct mailing, or c) during the regular class time early in the 
semester/quarter (Engberg. 2004). 
The follow-up survey was sent out to the students who participated in the initial 
survey through a survey company in winter/spring of 2002 (Engberg, 2004). In order 
to secure reasonable response rates, pre-survey letters from the president/provost of 
each institution were mailed before the Time 2 paper survey was sent to the students 
along with a bookstore gift card worth five dollars. In addition, a follow-up e-mail was 
sent out to those who had not completed the survey during the summer to invite them 
to take a web version of the survey offering an additional gift card to the first 100 
online survey respondents (Engberg, 2004). The response rates are summarized in 
Table 1, and information on sample size at each institution is presented in Tables 2 and 
3. 
Sample at UMass/Amherst 
During the Summer 2000 New Students Program, 3,077 students out of 3,630 
who attended the program completed the first survey, yielding the response rate of 
85%. Out of 3,077 who took the survey, 3,006 students actually enrolled for the Fall 
2000 semester, representing 81% of total first-year students enrollment (= 3,731; 
including those who did not attend the Summer New Students Program) for Fall 2000. 
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In Spring 2002, a follow-up survey was mailed to those 3,006 who took the first survey. 
and follow-up telephone calls were made to elicit more students’ participation; 886 
students out of 3,006 completed the follow-up surveys at UMass/Amherst, yielding the 
response rate of 29.5 %. This dissertation examined two groups of students who self- 
identified themselves either as Asian or White in the institutional records. The final 
number of White and Asian groups (excluding international students who were on 
student visas in both groups) combined was 746. The numbers of White and Asian 
American respondents in the final sample were 677 (out of 2,294) and 69 (out of 233), 
providing the response rates of 30.1% for both groups. In both groups, female students 
were over-represented (75.1% and 72.5% of White and Asian groups, respectively). 
Some notable differences were observed between the two groups in terms of 
their citizenship and generational status. While most of the White students were bom 
in the US (97.3%) and were US citizens (99.7%), more than half of Asian American 
students were born abroad (52.8%), and more than a quarter of them (28.8%) were 
with permanent resident status. In addition to their generational status, over 77.1% of 
the Asian American students in the sample spoke another language other than English 
at home, implying that many of them came from a family of recent immigration to the 
US. Asian American students’ diverse linguistic background may be related to average 
SAT verbal score (488.29), which was lower than that of White students (579.44). 
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Another salient difference between the two groups included the proportion of first- 
generation college students. Asian American students (35.7%) in the sample were 
more likely to be first-generation college students than their White counterparts 
(16.8%). For other variables, detailed demographic information of the 
UMass/Amherst sample is given in Table 2. 
Sample at the University of Maryland (UMD) 
A total of 2,911 students completed the first survey, yielding the response rate 
of 76% of the entering class. In Spring 2002, a follow-up survey was mailed to these 
2,911 students, and 925 responded to the second survey (representing 31.7% of those 
responding to the initial survey). Of the 924 students who participated in both surveys, 
142 Asian American and 654 White students were included in the UMD sample. 
Similar to the UMass/Amherst data, female students were overrepresented in both 
groups (62.0% and 61.4% for Asian and White groups, respectively). Another similar 
pattern of differences between the two groups was observed in their generational and 
citizenship status. As Table 3 illustrates, Asian American students were more likely to 
be foreign born (36.0% vs. 3.0%) with permanent resident status (17.1% vs. 1.7%) and 
to speak another language other than English (66.9% vs. 6.3%) than their White 
counterparts. 
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However, compared to the Asian American students in the UMass/Amherst 
sample, a greater percentage of Asian American students at UMD were US born 
(64.0% vs. 47.2%) and American citizens (82.9% vs. 71.4%). Additionally, while 
35.7% of Asian American students in the UMass/Amherst sample were first-generation 
college students, only 15.5% of them in the UMD sample reported being so. 
Furthermore, the difference in the average SAT scores between White students (M = 
1283.60) and Asian American students (M = 1268.87) was smaller than that of the 
UMass/Amherst sample (White: M = 1156.87 vs. Asian: M = 1060.68). 
Outcome Variables 
The outcome variables of this dissertation all related to a construct, students’ 
democratic orientation, and they originally included seven scales. Items representing 
each scale are given in Table 5. In order to ensure that the survey items forming a scale 
are measuring the same underlying construct, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 
performed for each racial group (Asian and White), for each institution, and for the 
entire sample. CFA is a technique used to “verify the number of underlying dimensions 
of the instrument (factors) and the pattern of item-factor relationship (factor loadings)’’ 
(Brown, 2006, p. 2). While past research (Engberg, 2004; Hurtado et al., 2002) using 
the same instrument provided the CFA results which evinced the validity of the 
instrument when applied to the total sample, “[t]he evaluation of measurement 
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invariance is also important to determining the generalizability of psychological 
constructs across groups” (Brown, 2006, p. 267). When dealing with data containing 
subgroups of various linguistic and cultural backgrounds, the researchers need to at 
minimum provide a “baseline model that has the same pattern of factor loadings across 
groups” (Chun, Morera, Andal, & Skewes, 2007, p. 58). While a comprehensive 
factorial invariance analysis is beyond the scope of this dissertation, based on Brown’s 
(2006) recommended procedures for multiple-groups CFA invariance evaluation, for 
this study separate CFA tests were conducted, and equality of factor loadings in each 
sub-group as well as at each institution was ensured. 
Based on the results of the factor analyses, items were either reduced to fewer 
numbers, or different combinations of items were grouped to form new scales. The 
interest in social and political issues scale originally consisted of ten items measuring 
the extent to which students are interested in discussing or thinking about various 
social and political issues. However, the factor analysis revealed that the items 
included for this scale measured different constructs for each racial group, meaning 
that for both UMass/Amherst and UMD samples this particular scaling did not work as 
was intended. The political interest scale was thus excluded from further analysis. The 
fact that no combination of the ten items intended to measure this construct yielded an 
acceptable level of congruence should signal the importance of conducting a CFA for 
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subgroups of the sample, especially if comparisons between/among groups are to be 
made through statistical manipulation. 
The final outcome variables studied included six scales, and their factor 
loadings and alpha reliability values for each sub-group are given separately in Table 6 
(UMass/Amherst), Table 7 (UMD), Table 8 (Asian American students), and Table 9 
(White students). The social justice orientation scale measured students’ attitudes 
toward and awareness of justice and equity issues, and consisted of five items, 
“working to end poverty,” “promoting racial tolerance and respect,” “contributing 
money to a charitable cause,” “creating awareness of how people affect the 
environment,” and “speaking up against social injustice.” The acceptance of conflict in 
democracy scale assessed students’ view on conflict in democracy, and consisted of 
three items, “conflict is a normal part of life,” “conflicting perspectives is healthy in a 
democracy,” and “democracy thrives on differing views.” 
The acceptance of multiple perspectives scale was designed to assess students’ 
inclination to examine issues from different perspectives by asking four items, “I try to 
look at everybody’s side to a disagreement before making a decision,” “there are two 
sides to every issue and I try to look at both,” “I sometimes find it difficult to see 
others’ point of view (reverse coded),” and “when I am upset at someone, I usually try 
to put myself in their shoes for awhile.” The self-efficacy for social change scale was 
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a three-item scale which measured students' belief on self-efficacy for contributing to 
social changes, and the items included “there is little I can do to make the world a 
better place to live (reverse coded),” “I believe I can do things that make a big 
difference in the lives of others,” and “even if I do my best to help others, it will not 
change the way society operates (reverse coded).” The social leadership abilities scale 
consisted of three items assessing students’ self-rating of their communication skills, 
leadership ability, and social self-confidence. 
Finally, the pluralistic orientation scale included six items related to students' 
self-rating of overall ability to work effectively in a diverse society. The six items 
represented in this construct were “openness to having students’ views challenged,” 
“tolerance for others with different beliefs,” “ability to see the world from another's 
perspective,” “ability to work cooperatively with diverse peers,” “ability to negotiate 
controversial issues,” and “ability to solve complex problems.” Although the factor 
loadings for this scale for the UMD sample at Time 1 showed that the item “ability to 
solve complex problems” did not hang together well with other items, since this item 
gained relevance at Time 2, and it is one of the important civic skills expected for 
students to attain during college, it was nonetheless included in this scale. 
Independent Variables 
As shown in the conceptual models (Figure 4 and Figure 5), this study 
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examined how college experiences may affect students’ democratic outcomes 
according to Astin’s I-E-O model (1993). In this model, input factors and 
environmental factors were considered as independent variables. Independent variables 
related to students’ input factors were defined by their demographic background (race, 
citizenship, gender, etc.), linguistic background, pre-college characteristics (SAT, high 
school engagement) while those associated with environment-factors were defined by 
their degree of college engagement/involvement. Table 10 lists all the independent 
variables used for hierarchical regression analysis, which will be discussed in detail 
later. Most of the demographic variables were obtained from either the initial or the 
follow-up survey instrument (See Table 10 for details). As is shown in Table 10, 
students’ pre-college engagement was measured by high school extracurricular 
activities index, high school political activities scale, SAT scores, and high school 
GPA. The high school extracurricular index consisted of four items asking students to 
report frequency of engaging in various extra-curricular social activities such as 
volunteering and student clubs. The high school political index was a four-item index 
asking students how often they engaged in political activities such as political 
discussion with peers and reading newspapers. The SAT scores and high school GPAs 
were supplied and were merged with the dataset by each institution. 
Another set of independent variables, the environment variables, were defined 
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by seven engagement indices, all of which were collected in the follow-up survey. 
These six indices are listed in Table 10 under Block III: College Engagement 
(Environment). The first index (college political activities) was a way to quantify 
students' level of political engagement during the first two years in college by asking 
them how often they engaged in seven political activities such as voting and cultural 
organizations. The second index (personal interactions with diverse peers) was an 
indicator of how often students had personal interactions outside the class with diverse 
peers that ranged from studying with diverse peers to having intellectual discussions. 
The third index (co-curricular activity) was created to quantify the frequency of 
students' partaking in various co-curricular activities outside the classroom. The fourth 
measured the frequency students participated in events that focused on racial/ethnic 
diversity issues. Another index (social justice emphasis courses) consisted of the 
number of courses students took that had a social justice component or a diversity 
emphasis. 
Finally, four single items that had been found to be relevant to civic 
development in past research were added as additional independent variables. 
Selection of predictors was determined by evidence from previous research, and their 
inclusion aimed to increase the statistical power of multiple regression analysis (Light 
et al., 1990). The first two items (interaction with faculty and relationship with faculty) 
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measured quality of students’ interaction with faculty. A third one was students' living 
arrangements, and a fourth one was an estimate of hours spent on studying per week. 
All four factors are found to be strong predictors of students' greater civic engagement 
(e.g., Pascarella et al., 1996; Pike, 2002; Whitt et al., 2001) as well as personal and 
academic development (Kuh & Hu, 2001). 
Missing Variables 
Creation of scales and indices from individual items involved careful handling 
of missing data. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), if the data are missing by 
“5% or less, and are missing in a random pattern from a large data set, the problems 
are less serious and almost any procedure for handling missing values yields similar 
results" (p. 63). The ratio of missing data for the variables used to form the scales 
ranged from .2% (rate your communication skills at Time 2) to 8.9% (there is little I 
can do to make the world a better place to live at Time 2). The portion of missing data 
for indices ranged from .2% to (discussed politics with students in high school) to 
6.8% (courses included materials on race/ethnicity issues). 
The treatment of missing data is often influenced by software availability 
(Peugh & Enders, 2004), and this was the case with this dissertation, and missing data 
were dealt with by using the best protocol available in the software SPSS (version 15). 
Two different procedures were employed for scale and index creation. First, in 
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computing the scales, a minimum number of items required to form each scale was 
established by the author to ensure that individual mean scales would be based upon a 
reasonable number of items. For example, a scale consisting of three items was 
computed only if all three items were present. On the other hand, a scale consisting of 
four or five items was calculated if the student had answered three or four items 
respectively. 
Second, for indices which were the products of multiple item addition, missing 
values needed to be imputed, and subgroup mean substitution was applied. 
Sophisticated statistical methods (e.g., general ML estimation algorithms) have been 
recently made available, and some researchers are critical of the use of mean 
substitution as “an unacceptable method for handling missing data in longitudinal 
designs” (Velicer & Colby, 2005, p. 612), and are concerned that it “produces 
unrealistically small variances... and increases chances of falsely identifying 
differences as significant” (Croy & Novins, 2005, p. 1238). In order to address the 
limitation of standard mean substitution, subgroup mean substitution in which “the 
missing value is replaced by the mean of the subgroup of which the respondent is a 
member” (Raaijmakers, 1999, p. 729) was applied in this study. Although it is still a 
compromise, it is a slightly more reliable estimate of missing data than simple mean 
substitution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
Introduction 
This chapter reports the results of data analysis and discusses the findings of 
each research question. Subsequent to the descriptive analysis, the selection of 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) and its usefulness to address the first 
three research questions are discussed. The results of each research question are 
presented, followed by the discussion of respective findings that proceeded. The 
rationales for using hierarchical regression are then provided for research questions 
four and five. The results of each hierarchical regression model for each research 
question are given by first summarizing the overall results and then detailing the 
influence of college experiences on each democratic scale. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Demographic Information of the Sample 
Once data from the two institutions were merged into one dataset, descriptive 
statistical analyses were conducted in order to capture the demographic characteristics 
of Asian American and White students as well as their democratic orientation when 
they first attended college (Time 1) and after two years of college experiences (Time 2). 
All the statistical analyses were performed using the statistical package SPSS (14th or 
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15th versions). The background information of the final sample is given in Table 4. As 
the table shows, several characteristics set Asian American students apart from their 
White counterparts. First, a greater portion of Asian American students were 
permanent residents (24.4% vs. 1.4%; x - 202.06, p = .000), foreign-born (Asian: 
42.6% vs. White: 2.8%; X - 349.41, p = .000), first-generation college students (22.3% 
vs. 13.7%; x - 10.89, p = .001), and spoke another language other than English at 
home (70.2% vs. 5.5%; x — 643.66, p - .000). Second, Asian American students were 
also more likely to have grown up in a racially/ethnically diverse neighborhood of 
either nearly all people of color or mostly people of color (Asian: 21.9% vs. White: 
3.1%; X - 211.50, p = .000). They attended high school whose racial/ethnic 
composition was nearly all people of color or mostly people of color (24.5% vs. 5.8%; 
X = 136.03, p = .000), and have interacted with more friends of racial/ethnic diverse 
backgrounds (nearly all people of color or mostly people of color) during high school 
(39.4% vs. 2.0%; x = 512.83, p = .000) than their White counterparts. 
Another difference between the two groups was observed in their intended 
academic major reported at Time 2 (% = 24.39, p = .000). Specifically, Asian 
American students were more likely to major in business (Asian: 23.2% vs. White: 
15.5%) and technical (Asian: 21.7% vs. White: 13.5%) fields while White students 
were more inclined to pursue humanities (Asian: 6.9% vs. White: 12.8%), social 
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sciences (Asian: 16.3% vs. White: 23.8%), and public service (Asian: 7.9% vs. White: 
9.5%). 
Independent Variables 
Table 11 presents the descriptive statistics of the independent variables that 
were used as control variables (pre-college engagement and college experiences) in 
multiple regression analysis. First, in terms of academic engagement in high school, 
Asian American students had a higher high school GPA than White students, r( 1610) = 
4.00, p < .001, although their SAT score mean was slightly lower than that of White 
students. While there was no difference in terms of involvement in general extra¬ 
curricular activities in high school between the two groups, White students were more 
engaged in political activities, t(1612) = -3.16, p = .002. 
Asian American students and White students differed from each other in the 
degree of their engagement in all of the college experiences listed except for political 
activities. Asian American students had more exposure to diverse experiences than 
their White counterparts in that they had more frequent personal interactions with 
diverse peers, r( 1612) = 5.38, p = .000, and they also attended in diversity programs 
more frequently than their White counterparts, /(1612) = 6.83, p = .000. Since Asian 
American students had been already exposed to a racially and ethnically diverse 
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neighborhood, high school, and friends, they might have naturally sought such 
interactions and events in college as well. 
White students, on the other hand, were more engaged in other types of co- 
curricular activities (such as residence hall activities and community service) than 
Asian American students, t{ 1612) = -3.04, p - .002. Additionally, they also had taken 
more courses with a social justice emphasis than their Asian counterparts, t( 1612) = - 
4.63, p = .000. White students’ choice of courses with a social justice component might 
be in part related to their academic majors. As discussed earlier. White students were 
more likely to choose humanities and social sciences as majors, which tended to 
require more courses of such a focus. White students were also more likely to agree 
that they had at least one faculty member who had taken an interest in their 
development, t( 1506) = -4.11, p = .000 than Asian American students. 
Democratic Orientation Scales 
Table 12 illustrates the descriptive statistics of the six democratic scales at 
Time 1, Time 2, as well as the differences between Time 1 and Time 2 for each scale. 
The mean difference between the two groups for each scale was compared using 
independent t-tests. The most notable differences between the two groups were 
observed in their social leadership abilities. White students were likely to rate their 
abilities higher than their Asian counterparts at both Time 1, r( 1592) = - 6.43, p = .000, 
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and Time 2, /(1541) = - 7.24, p = .000. Similarly, the difference between Asian 
American students and White students in terms of self-efficacy for social change was 
statistical significant at both Time 1, ?(1516) = - 4.35, p = .000, and Time 2, /(1464) = - 
2.62, p = .009. 
Acceptance of conflict in democracy and pluralistic orientation also yielded 
statistical differences between the two groups at each time of data collection. 
Specifically, White students were more likely to view conflicts as positive or inevitable 
elements of democracy than Asian American students at Time 1, r(1550) = - 3.28 p = 
.001, and Time 2, f(1472) = - 2.13, p = .034. Similarly, White students’ attitudes 
toward pluralistic orientation also followed the similar pattern in which their mean 
score of this scale was greater than that of Asian American students at Time 1, r( 1598) 
= - 2.19, p = .029, and Time 2, t( 1545) = - 4.00, p = .000. 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) 
One of the purposes of this dissertation was to examine Asian American 
students’ civic orientation (on six related democratic outcomes) in comparison to that 
of their White counterparts by addressing five research questions. In order to examine 
whether and how the Asian American students may differ in their level of democratic 
orientation from their White counterparts at college entry (Time 1) and at the end of 
their sophomore year (Time 2), a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with 
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two groups on six dependent variables was performed separately for Time 1 and Time 
2. MANOVA is a “statistical technique for determining whether groups differ on more 
than one dependent variable” (Gall et al., 1996, p. 395). Use of MANOVA had an 
advantage over conducting separate independent two-sample t-tests on the five 
democratic scales as it can avoid committing a type I error (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2007). In addition to protection from the type I error, MANOVA had another merit of 
“helping] the researcher see the data in a multivariate perspective” (Gall et ah, 1996, p. 
398). The capacity to capture multiple related variables as a whole was particularly 
important in this study as it aimed to examine the overall level of democratic 
orientation without losing the interconnectedness of related concepts and attributes 
embedded in the construct. 
Naturally, in such a study the outcome variables should “conceptually and 
substantively ‘hang together’” and “the rationale for including multiple related 
variables measuring one or more underlying constructs should be made clear” 
(Keselman et ah, 1998, p. 363). As was discussed earlier, a series of CFA performed 
on each of the six democratic outcome scales already supported the conceptual 
congruence achieved among the items within each scale. While the dependent 
variables used in MANOVA need to be moderately correlated in either direction (about 
|.6|), if they are highly positively correlated, they become wasteful or redundant 
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(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In order to provide evidence that these six scales were 
related, correlations among them were estimated (See Table 13). As expected, both pre 
and post measurements of the six democratic variables were positively correlated with 
each other. However, the correlations among the six variables at Time 1 and Time 2 
were between .120 and .398, and .131 and .450 respectively, indicating that the six 
scales were conceptually related, but not to the extent of measuring the identical or 
redundant constructs (thus violating the assumptions of MANOVA). 
Research Question 1 
Results 
Tables 14 and 16 illustrate the means and standard deviations of each 
democratic scale for Asian American and White students at Time 1 and Time 2 
respectively. (See Table 12 for the combined summary of the descriptive statistics.) In 
addition to testing for significance, effect size measures were calculated for each 
comparison. Partial eta squared (rj2) computed in SPSS was given for each significant 
result. Tables 15 and 17 each present the results of the MANOVA analysis at Time 1 
and Time 2. The MANOVA results indicated that while the effect sizes were small, 
there was a significant group difference between Asian American students and their 
White counterparts in the overall democratic orientation at both Time 1 [F (6, 1419) = 
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9.40, /? = .000, partial rj2 = .038] and Time 2 [F (6, 1402) = 8.38, p = .000, partial rf 
= .035], 
The univariate ANOVA further revealed that at Time 1, White students rated 
higher in their acceptance of conflict in democracy [F (1, 1424) = 11.10, p = .001, 
partial tf= .008], self-efficacy for social change [F (1, 1424) = 15.87, p = .001, partial 
>f = .011], leadership abilities [F(l, 1424) = 35.13,/? =.000, partial rj2= .023], and 
pluralistic orientation [F(l, 1424) = 3.85,/? < .05, partial ;/: = .003] than their Asian 
American counterparts. Almost identical patterns were observed at Time 2 as well 
where White students exhibited a greater level of acceptance of conflict in democracy 
[F (1, 1407) = 4.18,/? = .041, partial if = .003], self-efficacy [F (1, 1407) = 6.93,/? 
= .009, partial if = .005], leadership abilities [F (1, 1407) = 42.26, p = .000, partial if 
= .029], and plural orientation [F (1, 1407) = 12.75,/? = .000, partial rf- .009] than 
their Asian American counterparts. No significant differences were observed between 
the two groups on their social justice orientation and acceptance of multiple 
perspectives scales. 
Discussion 
The first question examined whether and how Asia American students may 
differ in their democratic orientation from their White counterparts when they first 
entered college (Time 1) and at the end of their sophomore year (Time 2). The results 
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of MANOVA showed that there was an overall difference between the two groups. 
Particularly, Asian American students’ fared lower in the areas of acceptance of 
conflict in democracy and social leadership abilities at both Time 1 and Time 2 than 
their White counterparts. 
One interpretation of the results would be that these are some of the areas in 
which Asian American students tend to fall behind in developing during college. 
Viewed in this way, the findings confirm Massey et al.’s (2003) work, which 
investigated a number of background characteristics of college student enrolled in 
some of the elite institutions with an extensive list of survey questions, and reported a 
very consistent picture of Asian American students faring lower in self-ratings on their 
leadership skills and self-efficacy than students of other racial/ethnic groups. In their 
study, Asian American students had the least confidence in themselves, and they 
considered themselves as leaders or socially popular the least among all racial/ethnic 
groups. In the similar vein, Asian American students’ lower level of acceptance of 
conflict as part of democracy observed in this dissertation also complements previous 
study (Chang, 1996) which found that Asian American students were more likely to 
resort to problem avoidance and withdrawal strategies in dealing with stressful 
incidents. 
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While the findings of this dissertation do seem to reinforce the perception of 
Asian American students as passive and withdrawn individuals of limited leadership 
capacity, alternative explanations may be considered as well. For example, Zane and 
Song (2007) offered a theoretical basis for explaining why many Asian Americans 
experience difficulty in exercising leadership skills from the socio-psychological and 
cultural perspectives. Socially, stereotype threat was considered as a function to keep 
them from performing their leadership skills effectively. Culturally, some of the values 
emphasized in Asian culture such as modesty, collectivism, and face-saving behaviors 
were hypothesized as conflicts with certain Western leadership traits (e.g., 
assertiveness, individualism). Therefore, Zane and Song (2007) speculated: 
Most theoretical models are based on Western conceptions of leadership and 
therefore are more likely to incorporate traits and behaviors that are socially 
valued in European American societies. Many of these traits may not be valued 
by Asian cultures, and in some cases, may conflict with Asian values. 
Subsequently, these potential conflicts may obstruct Asian Americans’ ability 
to be recognized as leaders, and perform in leaderships roles. Moreover, these 
incongruities may also increase negative stereotyping against Asians, which in 
turn, increases the likelihood of discrimination. (Zane & Song, 2007, p. 287) 
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Another explanation in inteipreting lower social leadership abilities of Asian 
American students may be provided from the perspectives of assimilation theory. 
Students’ leadership abilities in this dissertation were measured by a three-item scale, 
which included communication skills, leadership ability, and social self-confidence. As 
Tables 2 and 3 show, large proportions of Asian American students in the sample were 
born abroad (52.8% of UMass/Amherst sample; 36.0% of UMD sample), and a 
majority of Asian American students in the sample (77.1% at UMass/Amherst sample; 
66.9% of UMD) spoke another language other than English at home. Therefore, it is 
probable that their linguistic background rather than their leadership competence as 
native speakers of English was manifested in Asian American students’ lower overall 
social leadership abilities. In fact, as Table 20 illustrates, Asian American students’ 
citizenship status, which was closely related to students’ place of birth and linguistic 
background, had an effect on their levels of acceptance of conflict in democracy and 
social leadership abilities at Time 1. Foreign-born permanent residents fared lowest 
while American born Asians and foreign-bom naturalized Asians rated at the same 
level. Moreover, the hierarchical regression equation for Asian American students’ 
social leadership abilities suggested that citizenship status and family income were 
significant factors attributing to this outcome variable. Given that citizenship status and 
family income are often used as indicators of assimilation into a society, it is 
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conceivable that social leadership abilities measured in this study reflected Asian 
American students1 acculturation and assimilation levels. 
Similarly, Asian American students’ reserved attitudes toward conflicts in 
democracy, pluralistic orientation, and self-efficacy for social change can be accounted 
for in terms of immigrant psychosocial adaptation (Rumbaut, 1994). According to 
Rumbauf s (1994) study on immigrant children’s assimilation patterns and self-esteem, 
foreign-born immigrant adolescents whose native language is not English tended to 
exhibit more symptoms of depression and lower self-esteem and psychological well¬ 
being. Rumbauf s (1994) analysis indicated that immigrant children's lower sense of 
self-worth was in part due to the way American school systems tend to label students 
with limited English proficiency along with racial discrimination they encountered due 
to their English language skills. In addition to the psychological account, the fact that 
the legal status of permanent residents does not allow them to enjoy the same benefits 
of governmental protection as American citizens may be related to some Asian 
American students’ ambivalence regarding involvement in democratic governance. For 
example, as Motomura (2006) pointed out, one of the crucial and yet often unknown 
facts concerning permanent resident status is that as non-citizens they may be 
deported. Knowing their feeble legal status in American society, and possibly seeking 
to avoid any unnecessary attention, it is plausible that some of the Asian American 
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students with permanent resident status may have mixed feelings about the liberal 
value that conflicts can be handled and resolved as a normal part of democracy. 
Further, if such involvement should put them in a marked and vulnerable position, 
some of them may not risk their legal status for the sake of aspiring to make social 
change. 
Having said so, the finding that Asian American students’ self-efficacy for 
social change and social leadership abilities were lower than their White counterparts 
and remained so at the end of their second year in college does offer a potential 
explanation as to why college educated Asian Americans are not civically and 
politically as engaged as White Americans in larger society. Given that White 
students’ self-efficacy for social change and social leadership abilities did not change 
much, either, it would be safe to infer that college education, at least the first two years 
of exposure, did not help narrow the gap between White and Asian American students. 
Research Question 2 
Results 
In order to investigate how Asian American students' demographic traits such 
as citizenship status, place of birth, and use of English at home may affect students’ 
democratic orientation, a series of MANOVA analyses were conducted. Since 
students’ citizenship status was highly correlated with place of birth (/* = .721), and use 
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of English as home (/* = -.408), the influence of citizenship status alone was examined 
in the final analysis. To determine how a citizenship status may influence students’ 
democratic orientation, the mean scores of native bom American citizens, foreign-born 
naturalized citizens, and foreign-born permanent residents among Asian American 
students were compared using the MANOVA technique on all six democratic 
outcomes separately for Time 1 and Time 2. As are illustrated in Table 18, the results 
showed that citizenship status was a significant factor at Time 1 [F (12, 314) = 2.04, p 
= .021, partial tf= .072]. The follow-up univariate ANOVA showed that citizenship 
status had an effect on students’ acceptance of conflict in democracy [F (2, 162) = 4.22, 
p = .016, partial )f= .049] and social leadership abilities [F (2, 162) = 6.40, p = .002, 
partial rj2= .073]. 
Further, post-hoc analyses (Tukey) revealed that while there was no statistical 
difference between American born students and foreign-born naturalized citizen 
students on their acceptance of conflict in democracy or social leadership abilities, 
foreign-born permanent resident students scored lower on both measures compared to 
the other two groups. Specifically, as Table 19 indicates, the mean scores of 
acceptance of conflict for the American citizen and foreign-born naturalized citizen 
groups were 3.31 (SD = .50) and 3.40 (SD = .46) respectively while the permanent 
resident group (non citizen group) had an average score of 3.10 (SD = .44). Similarly, 
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social leadership abilities of permanent residents (M = 2.98; SD = .72) among Asian 
American students were significantly lower compared to those of US born (M = 3.49; 
SD = .74) and foreign-born naturalized students (M = 3.46; SD = .80). 
Tables 20 and 21 each display the results of MANOVA, and means and 
standard deviations of each scale at Time 2. The MANOVA statistics at Time 2, on the 
other hand, did not yield any statistical difference among the three groups of Asian 
American students [F (12, 312) = 1.61 ,p = 1.10]. While the univariate ANOVA 
statistics showed a significant difference in their social leadership abilities among the 
three groups, its interpretation remains to be open for discussion. One possible 
explanation would be that the differences observed in the overall level of democratic 
orientation among Asian American students had narrowed except for their social 
leadership skills, which still favored students who were either US born American 
citizen or foreign-born naturalized citizens. 
Research Question 3 
Results 
The third research question examined the impact of two years of college 
experience on two groups of students, Asian American and White students. MANOVA 
with repeated measures designs were conducted in order to determine the main effects 
of race (Asian/ White) and time (Time 1/ Time 2) as well as the effect of interaction 
120 
between race and timing. The choice of using repeated-measure MANOVA instead of 
performing six separate pair-wise t-tests (or ANOVA) was made for the same reasons 
for the first research question, which was to avoid committing type I error by 
multiplying the chance of error. 
The results of repeated measures MANOVA are shown in Table 22, and they 
indicated that time [F (6, 1236) = 3.76, /? < .001, partial ;/2= .018] and students’ race [F 
(6, 1236) = 8.43, p = .000, partial //:= .039] each had a statistically significant effect on 
the mean scores of the vector representing the six democratic scales although the effect 
sizes were small. Follow-up univariate ANOVA statistics showed that time had an 
effect on the social justice orientation [F (1, 1249) = 6.02, p = .014, partial rj2= .005] 
and acceptance of multiple perspectives scales [F (1, 1249) = 18.77, p = .000, partial tf 
= .015]. More specifically, as the descriptive statistics in Table 23 shows, students 
regardless of race scored higher on their social justice orientation and acceptance of 
multiple perspectives at Time 2 than Time 1. 
Additional follow-up univariate ANOVA statistics indicated that race had an 
effect on students’ acceptance of conflict in democracy [F (1, 1249) = 7.49, p = .006, 
partial tf= .006], self-efficacy for social change [F (1, 1249) = 12.46,/? = .000, partial 
// = .010], social leadership abilities [F (1, 1249) = 37.64,/? = .000, partial ?/:= .029], 
and pluralistic orientation [F (1, 1249) = 7.46, p = .006, partial rf— .006]. More 
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specifically, the ANOVA results suggested that White students were likely to show 
greater acceptance of conflict in democracy, self-efficacy for social change, social 
leadership abilities, and pluralistic orientation regardless of the timing of survey 
administration. 
Furthermore, statistically significant interaction between time and race was 
observed [F (6, 1236) = 2.11, p <.05]. A univariate ANOVA indicated a significant 
interaction between time and race on the social justice orientation scale [F (1, 1249) = 
4.82, p = .028, partial if- .004], suggesting that while Asian American students’ social 
justice orientation remained at the same level over time, the level of social justice 
orientation for White students increased during the same period. In other words, 
despite the main effects of time on students’ social justice orientation discussed above, 
the effect depended on students’ race. There was no significant interaction between 
time and group on other democratic scales. 
Discussion 
The findings of repeated measures MANOVA suggested that there was a 
statistically significant difference in the overall mean comparison of six democratic 
scales by both within-subjects (time) and between-subjects (race). More specifically, 
students regardless of race rated themselves higher on acceptance of multiple 
perspectives at Time 2 than Time 1. White students also showed an increase in their 
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social justice orientation between Time 1 and Time 2 while Asian American students 
did not change in any significant way on this scale. Moreover, White students showed 
higher levels of acceptance of conflict in democracy, self-efficacy for social change, 
and social leadership abilities than their Asian counterparts regardless of the timing. 
Clearly, the findings suggest that White students did change in their sense of 
social justice, and both Asian American and White students did so in their ability to 
accept multiple perspectives during the first two years in college. The findings confirm 
previous research (Astin, 1993) and Pascarella and Terenzini’s observation that 
“changes toward greater altruism, humanitarianism, and sense of civic responsibility 
and social conscience occur during the college years” (Pasecarella & Terenzini, 1991, p. 
277). 
The gains observed in the area of social justice and acceptance of multiple 
perspectives may be explained in part by student development theories such as Perry's 
(1970) model of intellectual and ethical development and Kohlberg’s (1981) model of 
moral development. Perry's (1970) model, for example, posits that there is a general 
progression with respect to students’ viewing the world that moves from dualism, to 
multiplicity, and finally to contextual relativism. According to Perry (1970), first-year 
students' cognitive patterns are characterized by dualistic thinking where their opinions 
and beliefs tend to be framed as either right or wrong. Typically, students in this phase 
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view knowledge as absolute truth, and tend to seek knowledge from authority figures 
such parents and teachers. As students progress through the stages, they come to realize 
that reality often entails multiples aspects, and they are able to view an issue from 
different positions although students at this stage may simply acknowledge different 
views while holding their own view as right. During the next phase of relativism in 
Perry’s (1970) model, students begin to see reality as situated in certain context or in a 
larger societal context. While they may be able to evaluate alternative perspectives, 
their own position may remain somewhat ambivalent. The data showing an increase in 
the scale of acceptance of multiple perspectives seem to nicely fit Perry’s (1970) model. 
Similarly, White students’ gains in social justice orientation may be explained 
by Kohlberg's (1981) theory of moral development, which provides a model for 
understanding how individuals make moral judgments on complex issues and how the 
basis for their judgment is grounded. According to Kohlberg (1981), students’ pattern 
of moral reasoning progresses through a series of recognizable stages classified as pre- 
conventional, conventional, and post-conventional. During the pre-conventional phase, 
students’ moral judgment is guided primarily by an expected reward and punishment 
that could incur as a consequence of their particular action. During the first part of the 
conventional phase, students’ main interest in moral reasoning shifts to keeping good 
interpersonal relationships, and their moral judgment often centers around pleasing 
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others or to conforming to a presumed social norm. During the second part of the 
conventional phase, students become aware of a larger society and how social order is 
maintained. Although the students progressing through this phase become concerned 
about larger social issues, their main concern is mostly limited to how to observe the 
existing social law and preserve social order. 
While the students under the conventional principles are guided by a set of 
values and rules prescribed by social convention, in the final phase students begin to 
increase their awareness of as well as interest in various larger social issues. Unlike the 
previous phase, students in the post-conventional phase are not governed by social 
authority (law, dominant group, etc.), but become willing to challenge social values 
and rules if they see larger societal benefits or individual rights are endangered within 
the conventional legal framework. The final stage in Kohlberg's (1981) model posits 
that individuals possess moral values some of whose aspects are guided by universal 
moral law irrespective of particular cultural values and social norms. Moral values in 
such contexts often concern human life and welfare, and not surprisingly, Kohlberg 
(1981) found very few college students in his subjects who have accomplished the last 
phase. The data presented in this study, albeit minute, may indicate a small step White 
students had taken in situating their reasoning in the larger society. While the 
MANOVA tests do not inform the researcher whether the gains were attributable to 
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college education, it would be appropriate to note that at least the first two years of 
college experience did not hinder White students’ growth in social justice orientation 
and acceptance of multiple perspectives for both groups of students. 
Hierarchical Regression Analysis 
Another purpose of this dissertation was to understand whether and how 
college experiences were related to students’ civic outcomes at the end of their 
sophomore year. In order to address this goal, students’ civic outcomes were defined 
by two dependent variables and tested in similar but slightly different hierarchical 
regression models. In the first model, civic outcomes were defined by the democratic 
scales measured at Time 2 (post-measurements), and the same democratic scales 
measured at Time 1 (pre-measurements) were entered in the regression model as a 
control variable (Research Question 4). In the second model, civic outcomes were 
defined by the difference between the pre-measurement and the post-measurement of 
the six democratic scales, and this model was utilized to address Research Question 5. 
Before entering the variables in the equation, correlations among all 
independent variables were examined to avoid multicollinearity. Relatively high 
correlations were observed between the following independent variables: US 
citizenship and US born (r = .721), US citizenship and language other than English 
spoken at home (r = -.408), being Asian and US bom (r = -.457), being Asian and 
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language other than English spoken at home (r = .616), US born and language other 
than English spoken (r = -.466), father and mother’s educational background (r= .442), 
father's educational background and family income (r = .387), mother’s educational 
background and family income (r = .303), high school extra-curricular activities and 
college co-curricular activities (r = .304), high school GPA and SAT score (r = .492), 
college political activities and college co-curricular activities (r = .387), college 
political activities and participation in diverse programs in college (r = .452), personal 
interactions with diverse peers in college and participation in diverse programs in 
college (r = .323), college co-curricular activities and participation in diverse programs 
in college (r = .457). 
Since students’ place of birth and language spoken at home were each highly 
correlated with race and citizenship status, these two variables (place of birth and 
language spoken at home) were excluded from the regression equation. In addition, 
family income was used as a variable that represented student’s socioeconomic 
background while mother’s and father’ educational backgrounds due to their high 
correlations with family income were excluded from the block as well. 
Research Question 4 
In order to investigate the influence of college experiences on students’ 
democratic outcomes at Time 2, six separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses 
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were conducted for White students and Asian American students with the 
measurements at Time 2 as dependent variables. As Table 10 displays, the predictors 
were entered into the equation using SPSS in the total of four blocks. In the first block, 
students' demographic characteristics were entered, which included race, gender, 
citizenship status, family income, and first generation college student status. Next, in 
order to control for students’ high school experiences, the following additional 
variables were entered in the second block: high school GPA, academic aspiration at 
Time 1, SAT scores, high school extracurricular activities, and high school political 
activities. In the third block, following the example of Zuniga et al. (2005), students' 
pre-college outcome variable was entered to estimate the extent to which each pre-test 
measurement accounted for its post-measurement. Finally, in the fourth block, 
variables that measured students' college engagement representing various types of 
experiences and activities were added, which included the following: college political 
activities, personal interactions with diverse peers, co-curricular activities, 
participation in diverse programs, social justice emphasis courses, academic 
aspirations at Time 2, assisting on faculty research projects, having at least one faculty 
interested in student’s development, living on campus, and hours per week spent on 
studying. In what follows, the summative findings are first presented, followed by the 
results regarding each democratic scale. 
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Summary Results 
Table 24 displays the summary results of hierarchical regression analyses of the 
six democratic scales for White students. All the beta (/?) coefficients reported in the 
table are the ones that were computed for the block in which they were first entered. 
For example, the reported beta of the independent variable entered in Block II was 
computed while statistically controlling for the independent variables entered in Block 
I. Likewise, the reported beta of the independent variable entered in Block I is not the 
value that was re-computed in Block II. The first three blocks are primarily reported as 
statistical controls while the statistics shown in the fourth block indicates the variance 
each college experience accounted for in predicting Time 2 outcome measures. 
Changes in /C for each block are also given as “R2 for Block” in the table to illustrate 
how each block provided better predictions of the dependent variables. 
As Table 24 shows, overall the regression models explained between 15.3% 
and 46.8% of the variance in White students’ Time 2 democratic orientation. Not 
surprisingly, after controlling for demographic characteristics and pre-college 
engagement, Time 1 measurements of the dependent variables were the strongest 
predictors of all six dependent variables. Except for social leadership abilities, the 
block of college experiences variables provided the second largest influence for all 
other outcome variables (social justice orientation, acceptance of conflict in democracy. 
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acceptance of multiple perspectives, self-efficacy for social change, and pluralistic 
orientation), each of which accounting for 6.5%, 2.7%, 1.8%, 6.2%, 5.5%, and 5.3% of 
the explained variance. Since the repeated measures MANOVA has already 
demonstrated the statistical differences between Time 1 and Time 2 for White 
students’ overall democratic orientation, particularly in the areas of social justice 
orientation and acceptance of multiple perspectives, these hierarchical regression 
results showing the influences of college experiences make sense. 
The hierarchical regression analyses for Asian American students provided 
somewhat weak patterns of explanatory power of the predicting blocks. As is 
summarized in Table 25, among the six hierarchical regression equations, only those 
for self-efficacy for social change (adjusted R2 = 32.1%), social leadership abilities 
(adjusted R~ = 41.1.%), and pluralistic orientation (adjusted R2 = 37.2%) yielded 
statistically significant results in the final model when all the blocks were entered. For 
the other three scales (social justice orientation, acceptance of conflict in democracy, 
and acceptance of multiple perspective), while students’ pre-measurement of the 
outcome variables was the most influential (similar to the regression equations 
computed for White students), none of the other blocks (entry characteristics, pre¬ 
college engagement, and college experience) significantly increased the amount of 
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variance which accounted for the outcome variables over and above which was 
explained by the pre-measurements. 
Social Justice Orientation 
Turning to individual outcomes, the equation predicting White students’ social 
justice orientation at Time 2 accounted for 27.6% of the explained variance, of which 
students' social justice orientation at Time 1 accounted for 17.2% {ft = .431,/? < .001) 
(See Table 26). The block of college experiences explained 6.5% of the variance. 
Among different kinds of college experiences included in the block, having at least one 
faculty take interest in student’s development {ft = .095, p < .001), social justice 
emphasis courses taken {ft = .088, p < .01), and personal interactions with diverse peers 
{ft = .081, p < .01) were positively associated with the outcomes. The block of pre¬ 
college engagement explained 3.4% of the variance, in which high school political 
activities {ft = .128, p < .001) and high school extra-curricular activities {ft = .064, p 
< .05) were statistically significant. The block of entry characteristics accounted for 
1.6% of the variance with being female was statistically related {ft = .112, p < .001). 
These variables entered and found to be significant predictors in the first two blocks 
fell out of significance when the final block of college experiences was entered, 
indicating that college experiences had a unique influence on White students’ social 
justice orientation. In other words, regardless of White students’ demographic 
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characteristics and pre-college engagement, those who had greater social justice 
orientation before college as well as those who had more interaction with diverse peers, 
had taken social justice emphasis courses, and had at least one faculty member who 
took interest in their development were more likely to exhibit greater social justice 
orientation at the end of their sophomore year. 
For Asian American students’ social justice orientation, the only significant 
predictor of this outcome at Time 2 was their pre-measurement of the same variable at 
Time 1, which accounted for 12% of the variance (/? = .370, p < .001) (See Table 27). 
The blocks of demographic background and college experience did not provide any 
significant results to what was already explained by students’ pre-measurement. As 
was discussed earlier in relation to the results of repeated measures MANOVA, social 
justice orientation was one area in which White students showed gains between Time 1 
and Time 2 while Asian American students did not change. The results of hierarchical 
regression analysis corresponded with this earlier finding in that none of the college 
experiences had any influence on the outcome variable measured at Time 2 for Asian 
American students. 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
The regression equation explained 15.3% of White students’ acceptance of 
conflict in democracy, of which pre-measurement accounted for 11.3% of the variance 
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(See Table 28). The blocks of college experiences and pre-college engagement each 
accounted for 2.7% and 2.4% of the variance. Similar to the equation for social justice 
orientation, in the block of college experiences, social justice emphasis courses taken 
(/? = .106, p < .001), personal interactions with diverse peers (J3 = .059, p < .05), having 
at least one faculty take interest in student’s development (/? = .055, p < .05) along with 
assisting on faculty research projects (/3 = .054, p < .05) were positively associated. 
While participation in diverse programs was negatively associated with White 
students’ acceptance of conflicts in democracy (/? = -.100, p < .01), it could be the case 
that students who were exposed to such programs came to hold a more realistic view of 
what conflicts in real-life situations may entail, and they might have readjusted their 
idealistic notion after attending such programs. In addition, although family income (/? 
= .056,/? < .05), high school political activities (/? = .101, p < .001) and SAT score (/? 
= .104,/? < .01) were positively associated, they were driven out of statistical 
significance when White students’ college experiences were entered in the equation. 
The results for Asian American students are shown in Table 29. After the first 
three blocks accounted for 14.5% of the variance of for acceptance of conflict in 
democracy, the block of college experience did not add any significant additional 
information to the model. The results indicated that for Asian American students, being 
female (J3 = .173, p < .05), family income (/> = .173,/? < .05), and SAT scores (// = .251, 
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p < .01) remained to be significant factors while the kinds of college experiences 
considered in the equation did not contribute much to predicting Asian American 
students'' acceptance of conflict in democracy. 
It is of particular interest to observe that while family income and SAT scores 
were significant predictors of White students’ acceptance of conflict in democracy 
when they were first entered in the equation, they lost their explanatory power when 
the block of college experiences was added to the equation. For Asian American 
students, these pre-college characteristics remained statistically significant, and the 
results seem to suggest a conditional influence of college experiences on students’ 
ability to handle conflict in democracy depending on students’ racial/ethnic group. 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
As Table 30 illustrates, the regression equation for White students’ acceptance 
of multiple perspectives explained 23.9% of the variance, of which 21.8% was 
explained by students’ pre-measurement of the outcome variable (/? = .473, p < .001). 
The blocks of college experience and entry characteristics each added 1.8% and 1.0% 
of the variance while the block of pre-college engagement did not provide any 
statistically significant information. Given the results of MANOVA that White 
students’ acceptance of multiple perspectives increased significantly between Time 1 
and Time 2, the amount of variance explained by college experiences (1.8%) seems to 
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he somewhat modest. Among the college experience variables, social justice emphasis 
courses (/? = .062, p < .05), having at least one faculty take interest in student’s 
development (/? = .053, p < .05), and personal interactions with diverse peers (/7 = .052, 
p < .05) had a modest influence on White students’ acceptance of multiple perspectives 
at Time 2. What is perhaps surprising was the negative influence of first-generation 
college student status (/? = -.067, p < .05), whose statistical significance persisted even 
after controlling for college experiences. The results seem to suggest that first- 
generation White college students were somehow at a disadvantage to develop this 
area of democratic competence. 
The equation model for Asian American students’ acceptance of multiple 
perspectives yielded a similar pattern as that of social justice orientation in that the 
only block that had any statistical significance was Block III (students’ pre-college 
measurement of acceptance of multiple perspectives) (See Table 31). This block 
explained 17.4% of the outcome variable, and even when controlling for college 
experiences, its influence remained the sole predictor (/? = .391, p < .001). It deserves 
to be noted that the repeated measures MANOVA earlier discussed indicated that 
acceptance of multiple perspectives was one area in which students regardless of race 
grew between Time 1 and Time 2. However, in contrast with White students whose 
acceptance of multiple perspectives was positively associated with their college 
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experiences, the results of hierarchical regression analysis for Asian American students 
indicated that those with greater tolerance of multiple perspectives prior to college 
were simply more likely to increase such capacity, perhaps independently from college 
experiences. 
Self-Efficacv for Social Change 
As presented in Table 32, the regression model for White students’ self- 
efficacy for social change explained 24.8% of the variance, of which the pre¬ 
measurement accounted for 15.2% (fi = .406, p < .001) followed by the blocks of 
college experience (R~ = 6.2%), pre-college engagement (R2 = 3.5%), and entry 
characteristics (R~ = 1.9%). In the block of college experiences, social justice emphasis 
courses (/? = .099, p < .001), having faculty take interest in student’s development (/? 
= .085, p < .01), and personal interactions with diverse peers (/? = .086, p < .01) were 
once again most strongly related while hours per week spent studying (/? = .053, p 
< .05) also had some influence. All other variables that were found to be significant 
factors in earlier blocks such as being female (/? = .089, p < .001), high school extra¬ 
curricular activities (/?= .139/? < .001) and high school political activities (/?= .061,/? 
< .05) lost their statistical significance in subsequent models, suggesting a unique 
contribution of college experiences to greater self-efficacy for social change for White 
students. 
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The hierarchical regression equation for Asian American students’ self-efficacy 
for social change offered some promising findings. The final regression equation 
accounted for 32.1% of the variance, of which the blocks of pre-measurement, college 
experience, and entry characteristics each explained 15.5%, 10.6%, and 9.7% (See 
Table 33). After controlling for the pre-measurement {ft = .408, p < .001), social justice 
emphasis courses taken {ft = .193, p < .01) and participation in diverse programs {ft 
= .164, p < .05) were positively associated with the outcome. While being female {ft 
= .164, p < .05) and family income {ft = .184, p < .01) were significant factors even 
when block III was entered, these pre-college characteristics lost statistical significance 
once the block of college experiences was introduced into the model. Since the block 
of pre-college experiences did not contribute to the equation model, the hierarchical 
regression model for this scale indicated that regardless of high school experiences, 
aside from students’ pre-college self-efficacy for social change, college experiences 
added significant incremental variance (10.6%) to Asian American students' self- 
efficacy for social change at Time 2. 
Social Leadership Abilities 
The regression equation for White students’ social leadership abilities (See 
Table 34) provided a slightly different picture from the models previously described 
for other democratic scales in that although the regression equation accounted for 
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46.8% of the variance. White students’ Time 2 social leadership abilities were 
predicted predominantly by the blocks of the pre-measurement of social leadership 
abilities (R~ = 35.5%) and pre-college engagement (R~= 8.5%) while the block of 
college experiences only explained 2.9% of the variance and did not add much 
explanatory power to the model. Additionally, family income (/? = .067, p < .01) and 
SAT scores (/? = -.092, p < .01) remained to be statistically significant factors even 
after controlling for the final block of college experiences. 
The strong influence of Time 1 social leadership abilities along with the 
persistent effects of family income and SAT scores (negative influence) may indicate 
that 1) leadership development of White students had been taking place prior to college 
most likely to be influenced by available financial and cultural resources, and/or 2) 
academic preparation for college work (e.g., SAT preparation) may take away some of 
the leadership development opportunities during high school due to conflicts in priority. 
Although certain activities/experiences such as college political activities (/? = .064, p 
< .01), having at least one faculty take interest in student’s development, personal 
interactions with diverse peers (/? = .053, p < .001), and co-curricular activities (/? 
= .058, p < .001) did explain additional variance of the Time 2 measurement, it seems 
safe to note that statistically significant beta coefficients in Block IV reflected the 
tendency that those who were active in political activities and extra-curricular activities 
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in high school were likely to remain involved in the same types of activities that 
promoted their leadership development. 
In contrast, college experiences had a greater influence on Asian American 
students' social leadership abilities measured at Time 2. The regression equation 
overall explained 41.1% of the variance, of which the blocks of entry characteristics, 
high school engagement, pre-measurement of the outcome variable, and college 
experience accounted for 9.3%, 6.0%, 21.8%, and 9.5% respectively (See Table 35). In 
the block of entry characteristics, US citizenship (/? = .200, p < .01) and family income 
(/? = .182, p < .001) were significant factors while in the block of high school 
engagement, high school extra-curricular activities (fi = .209, p < .001) was significant. 
After controlling for the pre-measurement of Asian American students’ social 
leadership abilities (/? = .524, p < .001), all the variables entered and found to be 
significant earlier in the stage were no longer statistically significant while college 
political activities (/? = .200, p < .01) and personal interactions with diverse peers (fi 
= .131,/? < .01) showed significant associations with this outcome scale. Similar to the 
equation for Asian American students’ self-efficacy for social change, the hierarchical 
regression model showed that aside from students’ pre-college measurement of social 
leadership abilities, college experiences made a unique contribution to predicting 
Asian American students’ leadership abilities at the end of their sophomore year. 
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Pluralistic Orientation 
Finally, the regression model for White students’ pluralistic orientation (see 
Table 36) accounted for 28.7% of the variance, of which the pre-measurement 
accounted for 19.2% (/? = .460, p < .001) followed by the blocks of college experience 
(R2= 5.5%), pre-college engagement (R = 4.3%), and entry characteristics (R~= 0.4%). 
In the block of college experiences, personal interactions with diverse peers (/? = .174, 
p < .001), college political activities (/? = .071, p < .01), academic aspirations (/? = .056, 
p < .05), and having faculty take interest in student’s development (/? = .054, p < .05) 
were most strongly related while on-campus living (j3 = -.057, p < .05) was, albeit 
moderately, negatively associated. In the block of pre-college engagement, only high 
school GPA {fi = -.062, p < .05) remained to have some influence in the final model as 
high school extracurricular activities and high school political activities lost 
significance. None of the factors in the first block of students' demographic 
background were found to be significantly related to the outcome variable. These 
results implied that those students who were more engaged in political and other 
extracurricular activities in high school were probably likely to stay involved in the 
similar co-curricular activities in college, and were given more opportunities to 
develop pluralistic thinking. 
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For Asian American students1 pluralistic orientation, the overall regression 
equation explained 37.2% of the variance, of which the blocks of entry characteristics, 
high school engagement, pre-measurement of the outcome variable, and college 
experience accounted for 12.0%, 12.4%, 11.5%, and 7.2% respectively (See Table 37). 
Similar to the equation for social leadership abilities, US citizenship (/? = . 139, p < .05) 
and family income (fi - .264, p < .001) were significant factors in the first block, and 
US citizenship remained to be a significant factor in the final model (/? = .128,/? < .05). 
In the block of high school engagement, SAT scores (/? = .225, p < .001) and high 
school political activities ((1 = .245, p < .001) were significant. The pre-measurement 
of Asian American students’ pluralistic orientation (fi = .288, p < .001) explained less 
variance than the first two blocks, perhaps indicating a persisting influence of the first 
two blocks. The final block of college experience added 7.2% of predictive power 
although only interaction with diverse peers (// = .140, p < .05) was a significant factor. 
Discussion 
The results of hierarchical regression analyses performed on each democratic 
scale for White students and Asian American students provided some important 
information, which would greatly enhance our understanding of the influence of 
college on White and Asian American students. I will discuss the findings by 
addressing 1) on which democratic scale college experiences exerted the most 
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influence, and 2) which specific college experiences were associated with the Time 2 
measurement of the democratic orientation scale for the two groups of students. 
College Impact 
First, in terms of which of the democratic orientation scales were most likely to 
be influenced by college experiences, college experiences exerted the largest influence 
on their social justice orientation (R~ = 6.5%), self-efficacy for social change (R~ = 
6.2%), and pluralistic orientation (R2= 5.5%) for White students, and self-efficacy for 
social change (R2 = 9.7%), social leadership abilities (R2 = 9.5%), and pluralistic 
orientation (R2 = 7.2%) for Asian American students. It is interesting to observe that 
college experiences had beneficial impacts on self-efficacy for social change and 
pluralistic orientation of both groups of students although the MANOVA results 
presented and discussed earlier revealed no statistical difference between Time 1 and 
Time 2. The results of hierarchical regression analysis indicated that although students 
did not show statistical gains between the two times, college experiences did have 
some influence on self-efficacy for social change and pluralistic orientation of both 
groups. In other words, given that everything else was being equal, students who had 
particular college experiences such as having personal interactions with diverse peers, 
taking social justice courses, and having a faculty mentor, were likely to fare higher in 
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these capacities relative to those who did not, although the change itself may not be 
necessarily incremental. 
Additionally, although Asian American students lagged behind their White 
counterparts in terms of their self-efficacy for social change, and pluralistic orientation 
at each time, college experiences might have prevented the gap from widening 
between the two groups further. Similarly, it is intriguing that college experiences had 
impacts on Asian American students’ social leadership abilities although they were not 
found to have changed significantly between Time 1 and Time 2. In other words, these 
results suggested that Asian American students might have fared even lower than their 
White counterparts if they had not been exposed to various college experiences. 
While college experiences were related to some areas of democratic orientation 
considered, they did not yield as much impact as one might have expected on other 
scales. For example, although White students' level of acceptance of multiple 
perspectives fared higher at Time 2 than Time 1 in MANOVA, according to the 
regression analysis provided, the association between college experiences and White 
students’ ability to accept multiple perspectives was relatively weak, but rather 
students’ post-measurement of this variable was highly correlated with their pre¬ 
measurement. In other words, those students whose tolerance for multiple views was 
higher prior to college were more likely to mature into developed individuals in this 
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area, perhaps as part of human development (e.g.. Perry, 1970) or a process of maturity, 
which may be commonly observed during adolescence regardless of college education. 
Other democratic scales that produced somewhat unpromising results included Asian 
American students’ social justice orientation, acceptance of conflict in democracy, and 
acceptance of multiple perspectives, none of which were associated with college 
experiences. 
Taken together, the impact of college experiences on students’ democratic 
orientation may not be as glamorous as often expected, but the college environments 
seem to offer students the opportunities to sustain the interests and motivation of the 
students who are already more or less civic minded rather than raising civic awareness 
for all students. Given this realistic scenario, colleges and universities may need to 
reach out those students who are toward the bottom of the democratic pyramid, and 
may not be intentionally seeking the types of opportunities to enhance their democratic 
orientation. 
Types of College Experiences 
Turning to the discussion of which specific college experiences were influential 
in predicting greater democratic orientation at Time 2, the opportunity available on 
campus to interact with students of diverse backgrounds and to take courses that deal 
with facets of social issues played a key role in fostering White students’ democratic 
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orientations measured at Time 2. For example, those who took social justice courses. 
participated in diverse programs, and were engaged in personal interactions with 
diverse peers and co-curricular activities were likely to exhibit a greater level of social 
justice orientation at the end of their sophomore year given everything else being 
equal. Social justice courses and personal interactions with diverse peers were also 
relevant determinants in predicting White students’ acceptance of conflict in 
democracy, acceptance of multiple perspectives, self-efficacy for social change, and 
pluralistic orientation. These findings support previous research that found a positive 
relationship between informal interaction with diverse peers and civic activism (Gurin 
et al., 2002; Pascarella et al., 1996) as well as a positive association between 
participation in racial/cultural awareness workshop and openness to diversity 
(Pascarella et ah, 1996; Whitt et ah, 2001). 
In addition to diverse experiences, faculty’s role in nurturing students’ 
citizenship seems pivotal for White students given that having at least one faculty 
member take interest in student’s development wielded consistent influence on all six 
outcome variables. This finding is particularly interesting considering that the students 
in this study were enrolled in the large public universities which may not always 
provide an environment that promotes personal interactions between students and 
faculty, especially during the first two years which were likely to be filled with large- 
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size general courses. This finding not only confirms the earlier studies in which 
familiarity with faculty/staff was a significant predictor of students’ humanitarian 
values nine years after entering college (Pascarella et ah, 1988) and interaction with 
faculty and peers was related to students’ gains in social activism (Astin, 1993), but 
also reinforces the importance of faculty mentoring in the earlier stage of students’ 
civic development. 
Faculty’s role in instilling democratic values in White students was also 
reflected in the finding that social justice emphasis courses had significant predictive 
values for all outcome variables except for social leadership abilities. The data support 
previous studies that demonstrated the link between the number of ethnic studies and 
women’s studies and students’ social awareness and commitment to racial 
understanding (Astin, 1993), and seem to suggest that making “socially responsive 
knowledge a key component of every college student’s education” (Zlotkowski & 
Williams, 2003, pp.9-10) is not only desirable, but can be instrumental in initiating and 
promoting institutional commitment to civic engagement. 
In contrast to the positive influence of various college environments on White 
students’ civic development, the results of hierarchical regression for Asian American 
students painted quite a different picture in that college experiences did not have much 
impact on their democratic orientation at Time 2. Even though Asian American 
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students’ acceptance of multiple perspectives increased between Time 1 and Time 2, 
hierarchical regression analysis suggested that none of the college experiences 
considered had any influence on the outcomes. Rather, students’ pre-college 
measurement of the variable was the sole significant predicting factor. Moreover, 
while personal interactions with diverse peers and a faculty mentor during the first two 
years of college contributed to predicting all six outcome variables of White students, 
these experiences had no association with Asian American students' democratic 
outcomes except that personal interactions with diverse peers had positive associations 
with their social leadership abilities and pluralistic orientation. Similarly, while taking 
social justice emphasis courses was a significant predictor of all outcomes except for 
social leadership abilities and pluralistic orientation for White students, this type of 
academic experience was not generally related to Asian American students’ democratic 
outcomes. 
Alternately, the positive associations of selected college experiences may not 
be overestimated in predicting Asian American students’ democratic orientation. 
Although participation in diverse programs and social justice emphasis courses were 
positively related to Asian American students’ self-efficacy for social change, and 
college political activities and personal interactions with diverse peers were predictors 
of social leadership abilities, these democratic scales at Time 1 were not different from 
147 
at Time 2. Thus, controlling for all other factors, aside from their pre-college outcome 
measurements, those who were engaged in the above mentioned college activities were 
more likely to retain the level of these two traits at college entry. 
The fact that college experiences did not have much significant contribution to 
the outcomes at Time 2 poses a troubling question of why college experiences did not 
have any significant influence on Asian American students’ civic outcomes when their 
White counterparts apparently benefited from such experiences. Arguably, the 
regression models that were tested could have possibly missed the unique variables that 
might have better predict Asian American students’ democratic orientation at Time 2. 
For example, democratic orientations in this study heavily relied upon students’ 
attitudinal data rather than behavioral and knowledge variables such as actual 
participation in community/volunteer work, financial donations to charity and political 
causes, and political knowledge necessary to get involved in these above-mentioned 
activities. However, given that the regression models tested in this study were theory- 
driven, if that is the case, re-examination of current theory and practice might be in due, 
especially for Asian American students. 
One possible explanation for absence of unique contribution of interaction with 
peers and faculty mentors would be that Asian American students were not engaged in 
the types of activities that potentially could have fostered their civic development. For 
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example, Asian American students in this study were more likely to major in business 
(23.2%) and technical fields (21.7%) such as engineering and computer science rather 
than humanities (6.9%) and social sciences (16.3%) compared to their White 
counterparts (See Table 4). Students in humanities and social sciences are generally 
more likely to be required to take social justice emphasis courses than those in business 
and technical disciples, and it is possible that Asian America students in the 
business/technical fields in this study simply bypassed these requirements commonly 
assigned for humanities and social sciences majors. 
Similarly, past research indicated that Asian American students tend to have 
less interaction with faculty than White students (Chang, 2005; Kuh & Hu, 2001), and 
sheer lack of contact or familiarity with faculty might have been related to the 
insignificant role of faculty in Asian American students' civic development. In fact, as 
Table 12 showed, Asian American students in this study were also less likely to 
acknowledge a presence of at least one faculty member who took interest in their 
development than their White counterparts, t{ 1506) = -4.11, p = .000). Further, past 
research has also shown that Asian American students were less likely to have serious 
discussions with other students whose political opinions were very different from 
theirs than students of other racial/ethnic groups (Hu & Kuh, 2003) and tend to avoid 
conflicting situations (Chang, 1996). If Asian American students hold reservations 
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about facing potential conflicts, their inclination to accept multiple perspectives may 
not be significantly affected even when they spend time with peers of diverse 
backgrounds. Alternatively, it is also conceivable that since Asian American students 
had already been exposed to diverse peers in their neighborhood and high school to a 
greater extent than their White counterparts (See Tables 2 and 3), interactions with 
diverse peers might not have been a particularly unique experience for them which 
could have served as challenging encounters that are known to facilitate students’ 
development (Evans, 1996). 
Finally, there were several variables that did not yield statistically significant 
predictive power for either group of students as expected or as shown in previous 
studies. On-campus living, for example, did not have any significant association with 
the outcome variable as others researchers (Pascarella et al., 1996; Pike, 2002) showed 
in the past. This finding is likely to be due to the fact that most of the students at both 
institutions lived on campus (98.3% of UMass/Amherst sample; 90.6% of UMD 
sample), and the majority of them remained on campus in their second year (86.2% of 
UMass/Amherst sample; 79.9% of UMD sample), and there were not enough cases 
who lived off-campus for the analysis to produce any meaningful results. Students’ 
SAT score was another variable that showed mixed results as predictors of democratic 
scales. Although Hillygus (2005) demonstrated that SAT verbal scores were associated 
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with future political engagement such as voting and political participation, the 
combined SAT score in this study was positively related to only one of the democratic 
scales, acceptance of conflict in democracy while it was negatively related to their 
social leadership abilities. 
Research Question 5 
In order to examine the influence of college experiences and other predictive 
factors on students’ change in the six democratic scales, another series of hierarchical 
regression analysis were performed on the six democratic scales by using the 
differences between Time 1 and Time 2 measurements of the outcome variables as 
dependent variables for White students and Asian American students separately. For 
this analysis, additional dependent variables were created by subtracting the Time 1 
measurement (pre-measurement) from the Time 2 measurement (post-measurement). 
Unlike the regression models used for research question 4, the hierarchical regression 
models in this approach did not include the block of pre-measurement of the 
democratic scale, and had only three blocks (demographic characteristics, pre-college 
engagement, and college experiences). 
While some researchers argued that use of gain scores between Tj and T2 has 
been demonstrated as statistical hazard as the score differences deriving from two 
observed scores, each with some level of measurement errors, are therefore thought to 
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introduce increased measurement errors (see Cohen et al., 2003; Pike, 1992; Terenzini, 
1989 for discussion), research indicates that gain scores can be a useful statistical 
measurement. For example, Cribbie and Jamieson (2000), who compared the three 
statistical methods in examining measurement of change, concluded that gain scores 
can be useful next to SEM rather than regression analyses. Pike (1992) compared three 
methods (gain scores, regression, and repeated measures), and concluded that while 
each had certain flaws, repeated measures yielded better estimates of change in 
students’ skills over time. Finally, Rogosa (1995) contended that unreliability of gain 
scores has been in part a myth since “the difference score is reliable when individual 
differences in true change exist” (p. 13). 
Before reporting the results of the analyses, the difference between research 
question 4 and research question 5 needs to be addressed explicitly as the two 
approaches (the use of pre-post measurement differences or post measurement as the 
dependent variable) are often treated as complementary (Cohen et al., 2003; Pascarella 
et al., 2003). Although Cohen et al. (2003) stated that “[o]ne of the first decisions that 
arises is whether to use as one’s dependent variable the raw change in Y from 77 to 73 
or to use a regression model with Y2 as the dependent variable” (p. 570), and college 
studies that utilize longitudinal data in a pre-post test design have treated the post 
measurement as a dependent variable while entering the pre-measurement in the 
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equation as an independent variable to control the initial characteristics of the students 
(e.g., Hollway, 2005; Pascarella et ah, 1996; Zuniga et al., 2005), there is a subtle 
difference between the two types of regression analysis in terms of what each research 
question addresses (Pike, 2004). 
Whereas the regression analysis using the post-measurement as the dependent 
variable answers the question of which block(s)/factor(s) were likely to predict the 
scores at Time 2 (research question 4 in this dissertation), the regression models using 
the differences between Time 1 and Time 2 as the dependent variable (research 
question 5 in this dissertation) would address the question of which block(s)/factor(a) 
were most likely to predict the gains or change. For example, a student showing a 
greater gain may not necessarily stand stronger in relative to other students who did not 
experience much change at the end of sophomore year. In other words, while research 
question 4 sought to answer “Would students exposed to different college experiences 
(e.g.,, number of hours worked) have different outcomes if they had the same 
characteristics at entry'” (Pike, 2004. p. 356, italics original), research question 5 
attempted to explain what students’ characteristics or college experiences were likely 
to explain the change they exhibited between Time 1 and Time 2. The information 
drawn from this analysis would be beneficial in identifying the types of programming 
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and activities that are particularly effective in tapping the students with greater civic 
potential. 
The summary results of hierarchical regression are presented in Tables 38 
through 44 for White students, and Tables 45 through 51 for Asian American students 
respectively. Overall the variance explained by the models was much lower than the 
regression models in which Time 2 outcome variables were used as dependent 
variables, which is not surprising given that the time span in which the change was 
being observed was merely two years. While the overall adjusted R is quite small, it is 
nonetheless interesting to observe that the block of college experiences added 
statistically significant explanatory power for the differences observed on selected 
democratic scales for both Asian American and White students. The results of each 
group are presented, followed by the discussion. 
Results for White Students 
For White students the models offered only a small amount of predictive power 
(adjusted R~ = 1.0% for social justice orientation and social leadership abilities; 
adjusted R~ =1.4% for self-efficacy for social change; adjusted R2 = 2.8% for plural 
orientation). Turning to the individual models for the scales that yielded any statistical 
significance for White students, the block of college experiences was the only 
significant predictor, accounting for 1.7% of the variance for each gain in social justice 
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orientation, self-efficacy for social change, and social leadership abilities. For social 
justice orientation, having faculty interested in students’ personal development was a 
significant predictor (/? = .079, p < .01). Personal interactions with diverse peers (/? 
= .078, p < .01) and co-curricular activities (/? = .070, p < .05) were associated with the 
gains in self-efficacy for social change and social leadership abilities respectively. 
For pluralistic orientation, interestingly, some of the pre-college engagement 
factors such as high school GPA (/3 = -.084, p < .01), high school extra-curricular 
activities (/? = -.063, p < .05), and high school political activities (/? = -.092, p < .01) 
were negatively associated with the gains while personal interactions with diverse 
peers (/? = .094, p < .01) were positively related to the gains. Negative association of 
high school activities can be explained by the fact that they were positively related to 
students’ pre-measurement of pluralistic orientation, and the differences between pre 
and post-measurements are usually negatively correlated. That is, those who had 
higher involvement in high school were likely to have greater pluralistic orientation, 
and thus were less likely to exhibit change. 
In addressing the question of what college experiences were related to the 
positive change in White students’ democratic orientation, perhaps the most crucial 
information gained from the analyses might be the role of peer interactions with 
diverse peers. Although the amount of variance explained was small, the results 
155 
support the importance of diverse experiences, faculty interactions with students, and 
co-curricular activities in generating positive changes in students’ civic development. 
Put differently, the study revealed that these types of college experiences are an 
indispensable ingredient contributing to individual students’ change, not relative to 
others, but compared to where they were prior to college. 
Results for Asian American Students 
As Table 45 shows, the models had slightly greater predictive power for Asian 
American students than for White students, but the equations for only two scales, self- 
'y 
efficacy for social change (adjusted R~ = 6.8%) and social leadership abilities (adjusted 
R2 = 6.1%) yielded statistical significance models. For the self-efficacy scale, only the 
block of demographic characteristics was significant, and subsequent blocks did not add 
any more predictive power. More specifically, being female (ft = .163, p < .05) was the 
only significant predictor of the gains observed between Time 1 and Time 2 for Asian 
American students’ self-efficacy for social change. For social leadership abilities, the 
block of college experiences explained 12% of the variance, and among the variables in 
this block, participation in college political activities was the solo significant factor (ft 
- .238, p < .01). While the results for Asian American students were not as encouraging 
as those for White students, it is noteworthy that participation in political activities is 
potentially beneficial for Asian American students’ leadership development. 
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Discussion 
This dissertation unlike other previous studies conducted two types of 
hierarchical regression which have been debated over the years as to their 
appropriateness. While Cohen et al. (2003) indicated that the decision to use Y1 or T'-T1 
as a dependent variable is at the researcher’s discretion, the results of this study 
suggested that the two choices could produce significantly different results and 
implications. Specifically, when the Time 2 measurement was used as a dependent 
variable (thus controlling for the Time 1 measurement), the model yielded greater 
overall and block fits (higher R2), and more independent variables beta coefficients (J5), 
particularly, in the block of college experiences. On the other hand, when the 
differences between Time 1 and Time 2 were used as dependent variables, the models 
provided very small explained variance for the dependent variables, if any. 
Considering the time span of data, it is not too surprising or disappointing that 
gains observed were small, and college experiences had not rendered the kinds of 
results one might expect from data with a longer period. Despite the small proportion of 
variance of gains explained (between 1% and 6.1%), it is interesting to note a few 
implications that can be gauged from the data. First, influences of college experiences 
on changes in democratic orientation were greater and more wide-ranged for White 
students than for Asian American students. That is, while the block of White students’ 
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college experiences exerted statistically significant explanatory power for the 
differences observed in social justice orientation, self-efficacy for social change, social 
leadership abilities and pluralistic orientation, Asian American students’ college 
experiences were related only to the gains in their social leadership abilities. More 
specifically, for White students, faculty’s interest in student development was a positive 
predictor of how much students changed in their social justice orientation. White 
students, who were not necessarily involved in political activities in high school, but 
had more personal interactions with diverse peers during college were also more likely 
to gain self-efficacy for social change and pluralistic orientation. In addition. White 
students who participated in co-curricular activities during college were also more 
likely to increase their social leadership abilities. As far as Asian American students 
were concerned, none of the college experiences significantly predicted an increase in 
their democratic orientation except for social leadership abilities. It is, however, 
interesting to note that Asian America students involved in political activities during the 
first two years in college were far more likely to enhance their social leadership abilities. 
Taken together, the hierarchical regression models using the gain scores 
suggested that, albeit small in magnitude. White students who were not particularly 
actively involved in political activities in high school were the ones that were likely to 
benefit most from their interactions with diverse peers and faculty in fostering their 
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democratic orientation. For Asian American students, involvement in political activities 
during college seemed to be the most promising predictor in fostering their leadership 
development. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS 
Introduction 
This dissertation was motivated by the mission of higher education to foster 
students’ civic development and by the societal challenges associated with Asian 
Americans’ political and civic involvement in the larger society. In order to understand 
how colleges and universities are meeting the expectations, the study examined Asian 
American students’ civic orientation at two large public universities in terms of 1) how 
Asian American students compared with their White counterparts, 2) how they changed 
between their college entry and the end of their sophomore year, 3) whether college 
experiences had any influence, and 4) what were some of the specific college 
experiences positively associated with the democratic outcomes. This chapter evaluates 
the impact of the first two years of the college experience for Asian American and 
White students, provides pedagogical and practical implications for Asian American 
students, and concludes with suggestions for future research. 
Asian American Students’ Democratic Orientations 
This study provided a somewhat dismal picture of Asian American students in 
that, overall, their democratic orientations lagged behind those of their White 
counterparts at both college entry and the end of their sophomore year. The 
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discrepancies were particularly pronounced in the areas of acceptance of conflict in 
democracy, self-efficacy for social change, social leadership abilities, and pluralistic 
orientation prior to college exposure. The differences remained as large, if not grew 
larger, at the end of the sophomore year. In addition, w hile growth in the areas of social 
justice orientation and acceptance of multiple perspectives was observed for White 
students, positive changes w7ere salient only in the acceptance of multiple perspectives 
for Asian American students. Given the under-representation of Asian American civic 
and political involvement and leadership positions in society, these findings seem to 
support the conventional image of Asian Americans as passive observers of American 
democracy. 
Interpretation of these seemingly discouraging findings, however, requires 
several caveats. As was referenced earlier, democratic orientation or civic competence 
is a concept rooted in the Western tradition of liberalism. The idea that conflicts can be 
a normal or even a desirable aspect of democracy may not coincide with some of the 
traditional values that Asian American students may hold such as the importance of 
maintaining harmony and deference to authority. In addition, w'hen social leadership 
abilities were defined by self-confidence, communication skills, and leadership skills, 
all of which are closely related to one's command of English, it would not be surprising 
if Asian American students, the majority of whom spoke a language other than English 
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at home, may assess their ‘‘social leadership abilities” lower than White students, most 
of whom were native speakers of English. In fact, this study supplied supporting 
evidence that when Asian American students’ citizenship status and place of birth were 
considered, within-group differences among American citizens, foreign-born 
naturalized citizens, and foreign-born permanent residents were observed, particularly 
in their acceptance of conflict in democracy and social leadership abilities. The finding 
that citizenship status and place of birth were determinants thus suggested that the 
different patterns of Asian American students’ democratic capacity may be in part 
reflecting the differing levels of civic and political assimilation into American 
democracy rather than deficiency in civic skills or lack of democratic competence. 
An additional caution is required in interpreting the discrepancies observed 
between Asian American and White students’ democratic orientations. As was 
mentioned earlier, Asian American students in the sample were more likely to major in 
business, science, and technical fields than in the humanities and social sciences. Given 
that taking social science courses is usually positively related to college graduates’ 
participation in voting and other political activities (Hillygus, 2005), it is quite possible 
that statistical tests would have yielded different results, if the students’ majors had 
been controlled. Furthermore, from another statistical standpoint, the relatively small 
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sample size of Asian American students compared to their White counteiparts can 
certainly be a source of insignificant statistical results (Mertens, 2005). 
One final cautionary note regards the general trend of political disengagement 
among college students. Although democratic orientation of Asian American students 
was compared to that of White students as a reference group in this study, it should be 
mentioned that college students’ civic participation has generally declined over the 
years in the U.S. (Bennett & Bennett, 2001; Galston, 2003). Apathy and indifference to 
civic and political issues measured by the voting rates and trust in public institutions has 
been a continuous trend in various survey studies on college students’ civic engagement 
while alternative forms of civic engagement through volunteering are on the rise (Longo 
& Meyer, 2006). While Asian American students’ lower democratic orientations may 
be disconcerting, provided that higher orientations of White students may not 
necessarily translate into their grater civic involvement, the discrepancies between the 
two groups in a real-life sense may not be much of a concern. 
College Impacts on Asian American and White Students 
This dissertation also examined the influence of the first two years of college 
experiences on Asian American students’ civic orientation in comparison to that of their 
White counterparts, and contributed to the college impact literature by delineating the 
influence of college environments on students’ civic development. First, college 
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experiences clearly influenced students’ (especially White students’) democratic 
orientations by the end of their sophomore year. Particularly, White students who had 
interactions with diverse peers, faculty mentoring, and social justice courses were 
consistently more likely to fare better than those who did not have such experiences. 
However, while the study supported the importance of peer/faculty interaction and 
diversity-focused courses that had been demonstrated in past research (e.g.. Nelson 
Laird, Engberg, & Hurtado, 2005), the benefits of such involvement may not be equally 
enjoyed by Asian American students whose college experiences exerted a limited 
amount of influence on their democratic orientation. These findings suggested the need 
for faculty to reexamine their courses, to determine whether the content of their courses 
addresses the interests of Asian American students, and also to recognize the 
importance of faculty mentoring in advising Asian American students. 
Second, while acknowledging the benefit of college experiences, it should be 
also noted that evidence of changes in students’ democratic orientations was not as 
salient as had been suggested by previous research (e.g., Astin, 1993). Among the six 
democratic scales measured, students did not show much growth in their acceptance of 
conflict in democracy, social leadership abilities, and pluralistic orientation over the two 
years. The only area in which both groups of students developed was in their acceptance 
ol multiple perspectives. However, even then, none of the college experiences was 
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statistically associated with the change that students exhibited in this capacity. This 
finding was somewhat surprising in light of student development theories, which 
postulate the occurrence of such change in college students (e.g., Kohlberg, 1981; Perry, 
1970). The result of this study indicated that dualistic thinking or tolerance of different 
perspectives may take place as part of the maturing process regardless of college 
experience. 
Finally, this dissertation demonstrated the importance of different measurements 
of democratic outcomes in research design as well as a sensible assessment of college 
influence. College impacts have been fairly loosely defined in the field, and learning 
outcomes have been typically evaluated in terms of how students fare in relation to 
other students, and not necessarily how students fare relative to their previous 
measurements. Astin’s (1993) college impact theory, for example, insinuates the 
presence of a “value-added” element in the outcome, which could support either 
approach of measuring the outcome. Provided that an assessment of college influence 
depends on how learning outcomes are measured, the researcher needs to be explicit 
and intentional in designing a study on college impact. 
Implications 
The dissertation illuminated some of the issues that administration and faculty 
alike may take to heart regarding the civic engagement of Asian American students. 
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Apparently, conflict management and leadership development of Asian American 
students merit more intentional educational intervention and scholarly attention. In 
particular, the study offered empirical evidence that foreign-bom Asian students with 
permanent resident status were prone to rate their social leadership abilities lower than 
both American-born Asian students and foreign-born naturalized Asian students. While 
acceptance of conflict in democracy and social leadership abilities in this study were 
undoubtedly defined within the Western liberal framework, “[t]he health of our 
democracy is dependent on the ability of citizens to make informed decisions and to 
implement action programs based upon a belief in human and civil rights” (Pang, 2006, 
80), and the sociopolitical mode of American democracy does require its members to 
possess such skills for active participation (Galston, 2003). Moreover, competence in 
those areas is crucial, not merely as civic skills, but also as interpersonal skills for 
successful future employment. The results of this dissertation should prompt university 
faculty and administrators to recognize the unique needs and concerns of Asian 
American students. 
Educational institutions, particularly those focused on higher education, are 
supposed to help produce such individuals and maximize individual and social 
prosperity and security (Dewey, 1916). Given the fact that taking courses with a social 
justice emphasis or having a faculty mentor had significant influence on White students’ 
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democratic competence, institutions should be held accountable for offering the 
opportunities to yield the same educational benefits by addressing the interests and 
needs of Asian American students throughout the curriculum and by implementing 
strategic educational intervention to support their conflict resolution and leadership 
skills. Pedagogically, instructional materials could include more Asian American role 
models who “have made significant contributions to the country by challenging 
discriminatory practices in areas, such as immigration, employment, schooling, and 
housing” and “can serve to teach students about the importance of speaking out when it 
may not be popular, building cross-cultural coalitions, thinking outside the box, and 
addressing difficult and complex issues” (Pang, 2006, p. 80). 
For student affairs professionals, awareness of Asian American students’ diverse 
ethnic and immigration backgrounds would be a key to understanding their differing 
levels of leadership and conflict management skills. While there is always a danger of 
racializing this population of students as “others” or “foreigners” when their differences 
are highlighted (Omi & Winant, 1994), it is important to acknowledge that “Asian 
Americans who adhere to Asian values may display leadership traits that may not be 
recognized (e.g., humility) by those who adhere to European American values” (Liang 
& Sedlacek, 2003, p. 263). As a practical strategy for leadership development, it is vital 
to “understand student-held values while offering that alternative ways of interacting 
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(e.g., taking credit when credit is due), may also be valuable-” (Liang & Sedlacek, 2003, 
p. 263). Additionally, in light of the finding that participation in political activities 
contributed to Asian American students' leadership development, student affairs 
professionals may encourage Asian American students to seek more leadership 
positions in student organizations and residence halls. 
On the theoretical front, returning to the assumption of liberal democracy that 
underlies this dissertation, and given the findings that suggested Asian American 
students’ ambivalent attitudes toward conflicts, democratic orientation as defined and 
measured in terms of active engagement in the political system with inevitable conflicts 
may need to be reevaluated for students whose value system may not share the same 
liberal tradition. Critical race theorists have long argued that the underlying 
assumptions of liberalism are heavily influenced by Enlightenment rationalism thereby 
questioning the neutrality and applicability of such tradition to different racial/ethnic 
groups (Delgado & Stefancic, 2001). For example, democratic engagement in the 
context of political liberalism may not be applicable to Asian American students, whose 
worldviews may be influenced by Buddhism and Confucian thought (Ham, 1993; 
Kodama, McEwen, Liang & Lee, 2002). Kodama et al. (2002) noted that some of the 
characteristics of Asian cultures included obedience to authority figures and restraining 
strong emotions in interactions with others. Having learned to respect authority (by rank 
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or age) and to control strong feelings in public, Asian American students may “see the 
free expression of emotions as disruptive and perhaps even as a weakness” (Kodama et 
al., 2002, pp. 417-418), resulting in their tendencies to avoid conflicts or confrontational 
discussions with their peers and faculty. 
In fact, Matsuda, Harsel, Furusawa, Kim, and Quarles (2001) compared the 
democratic orientations of university students in Australia, Japan, Korea, and the U.S., 
and found that there was a group difference in terms of how democracy was defined. 
Specifically, while respect for individual rights and tolerance of others characterized the 
major component of democracy for Australian and American students, Korean and 
Japanese students related trusting others to the concept of democratic values. In this 
regard, this dissertation offered unique evidence alluding to the metaphilosophical 
differences. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
This dissertation estimated the degree of influence of college experiences on 
undergraduate students’ civic development over a two-year span, and identified a 
number of important variables that are related to undergraduate students’ civic 
development. While the findings of the study have offered some answers to the research 
questions, the study also raised important questions that future research could address 
further. 
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First, the outcome variables in this study were explored within the existing 
theoretical framework of liberal democracy. Consequently, this study was by design 
confined to the realm of certain cultural and political norms that defined what it means 
to be a democratic citizen. Future research could investigate how Asian American 
students may view the concept of democratic citizenship and how their perceptions 
might differ from Western values. Past research has implied that students of different 
racial/ethnic backgrounds hold diverse perspectives on democracy. Matsuda et al. 
(2001) found that Korean and Japanese university students tended to cite trusting 
relationships with others as an important aspect of democracy in contrast to their 
Australia and American counterparts. In Torney-Purta, Barber, and Wilkenfeld’s 
(2007) study on Latino high school students’ civic outcomes, positive attitudes toward 
immigrants’ rights were considered as part of civic orientations along with civic 
knowledge and expectation of informed voting. Asian American students may possess 
greater levels of knowledge and awareness of U.S. immigration policy, and may hold a 
quite liberal viewpoint on various immigration issues. 
On the related point of having political knowledge, future research may consider 
students’ actual democratic behaviors and knowledge as well. Davila and Mora (2007), 
for example, reported that Asian American high school students’ participation rate in 
community work was the highest among all racial/ethnic groups. Flowever, ardent 
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involvement in community service may not always translate into enhanced self-efficacy 
for social change or acceptance of conflicts in democracy. Even when Asian American 
students are exposed to various confrontational situations, they may still prefer non- 
con frontational alternatives to problem solving, which may not always be perceived as 
“democratic” in American liberalism. In addition, as was discussed earlier, while Asian 
Americans’ voting rates may not be as high as those of White and African Americans, 
their campaign donations are the second largest next to Jewish Americans (Espiritu, 
1992). Obviously, making campaign donations involves a reasonable level of interest in 
political affairs and knowledge of the political system. Asian Americans’ strong 
presence in this arena indicates that democratic orientations may take various forms. 
Future studies may elicit narratives and qualitative documentation of how Asian 
American students may be actively engaged in alternative civic activism through 
blogging and performance arts. 
Second, future research could probe the heterogeneity of Asian American 
students more thoroughly by using a larger sample size. Although this study considered 
diversity among Asian American students in terms of their citizenship status and place 
of birth, and uncovered the crucial role of their immigration background in facilitating 
assimilation into American civic and political life, their ethnic backgrounds and 
academic majors were not controlled due to the absence of such information in the 
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original dataset and a small sample size. Past research indicated that coursework in 
mathematics was negatively associated with students' openness to diversity while 
coursework in the arts and humanities had a positive relationship (Whitt et al., 2001). 
Consideration of academic majors or coursework in various disciplinary areas as control 
variables would be particularly vital in studying Asian American students’ civic 
engagement since a larger proportion of them tend to select majors that do not require 
extensive coursework in the humanities or social sciences. Thus, future studies should 
consider Asian American students’ majors as they continue to pay attention to the 
importance of diverse backgrounds such as citizenship, place of birth, and language 
spoken at home along with a larger sample size. 
Finally, the change observed in this study of students’ democratic orientation 
was relatively small, and it is likely to be due to the short span of data collection. Since 
the collection of longitudinal data is costly with a high risk of attrition, future research 
could utilize some of the existing longitudinal data with a longer time frame to 
investigate the influence of college experiences. Panel datasets from the National 
Education Longitudinal Study and CIRP are some of the examples. 
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APPENDICES 
APENDIX A 
THE TABLES 
Table 1: Summary of Response Rates 
Institution 
First Survey 
(Time 1) 
Follow-up Survey 
(Time 2) 
UMass/Amherst Asian 84.5% 30.1% 
White 88.1% 30.1% 
Total 81% 29.5% 
University of Maryland (UMD) Total 76% 31.7% 
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Final Sample at UMass/Amherst 
(continued on the next page) 
Total Sample 
(n= 746) 
Asian 
American 
(n= 69) 
White 
(n = 677) 
Total Number 746 69 (8.7%) 677(91.3%) 
Male 24.9% 27.5% 24.7% 
Female 75.1% 72.5% 75.3% 
U.S. Citizen 97.1% 71.4% 99.7% 
Permanent Residents 3.4% 28.8% .9% 
US bom 92.7% 47.2% 97.3% 
Foreign bom 7.3% 52.8% 2.7% 
First-generation college student 18.5% 35.7% 16.8% 
Speak another language other than English at 
home 11.4% 77.1% 4.8% 
Type of high school graduated from 
Public 90.2% 95.7% 90.9% 
Religious 7.1% 2.9% 7.5% 
Private -non-religious 1.9% 1.4% 2.0% 
Area lived before college 
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(Table continued from previous page) 
Urban 13.2% 27.1% 11.8% 
Suburban 46.8% 52.9% 46.2% 
Small town 33.9% 17.1% 35.6% 
Rural area 6.1% 2.9% 6.5% 
Racial composition of the neighborhood grown up 
All or nearly all people of color 2.3% 15.1% 1.1% 
Mostly people of color 2.1% 9.6% 1.3% 
Half White & half people of color 10.2% 21.9% 9.0% 
Mostly White 31.9% 26.0% 32.5% 
All/nearly all White 53.4% 27.4% 56.0% 
Racial composition of the high school graduated from 
All or nearly all people of color 1.8% 8.3% 1.2% 
Mostly people of color 3.6% 11.1% 2.8% 
Half White & half people of color 18.8% 29.2% 17.8% 
Mostly White 44.3% 37.5% 44.9% 
All/nearly all White 31.5% 13.9% 33.2% 
Racial composition of the friends in high school 
All or nearly all people of color 1.9% 15.3% .5% 
Mostly people of color 2.0% 19.4% .3% 
Half White & half people of color 14.4% 37.5% 12.2% 
Mostly White 45.4% 13.9% 48.5% 
All/nearly all White 36.3% 13.9% 38.5% 
Living situation during first year of college 
With parents/relatives 1.2% 1.4% 1.2% 
Off-campus .5% 4.3% .1% 
Residence hall 97.0% 91.4% 97.5% 
Other campus housing 1.3% 2.9% 1.2% 
Living situation during first year of college at Time 2 
With parents/relatives 6.7% 7.2% 6.6% 
Off-campus 7.1% 2.9% 7.5% 
Residence hall 81.8% 89.9% 80.9% 
Fraternity/Sorority 3.9% .0% 4.3% 
Other campus housing .5% .0% .6% 
SAT verbal mean 571.13 488.29 579.44 
SAT math mean 576.46 571.57 576.95 
SAT combined 1148.23 1060.68 1156.87 
High school GPA mean 3.47 3.38 3.47 
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of Final Sample at the University of Maryland 
(continued on the next page) 
Total Number 
Total Sample 
(n= 796) 
796 
Asian 
American 
(n= 142) 
142(17.8%) 
Male 38.5% 38.0% 
Female 61.5% 62.0 % 
Mean Age (Time 1) 17.85 17.80 
U.S. Citizen 95.7% 82.9% 
Permanent Residents 4.3% 17.1% 
US bom 91.4% 64.0% 
Foreign born 8.6% 36.0% 
First-generation college student 11.3% 15.5% 
Speak another language other than English at 
home 17.1% 66.9% 
Type of high school graduated from 
Public 84.3% 92.3% 
Religious 12.3% 5.6% 
Private -non-religious 2.9% 2.1% 
Home school or other .5% 0.0% 
Area lived before college 
Urban 5.9% 9.9% 
Suburban 75.3% 87.2% 
Small town 12.7% 2.1% 
Rural area 6.1% .7% 
Racial composition of the neighborhood grown up 
All or nearly all people of color 2.3% 9.2% 
Mostly people of color 4.5% 11.3% 
Half White & half people of color 20.5% 35.9% 
Mostly White 42.9% 35.2% 
All/nearly all White 29.7% 8.5% 
Racial composition of the high school graduated from 
All or nearly all people of color 2.1% 7.9% 
Mostly people of color 9.0% 19.3% 
White 
(n = 654) 
654 (82.2%) 
38.6% 
61.4% 
17.86 
98.3% 
1.7 % 
97.0% 
3.0% 
10.4% 
6.3% 
82.5% 
13.8% 
3.1% 
.6% 
5.1% 
72.7% 
15.0% 
7.2% 
.8% 
3.1% 
17.2% 
44.6% 
34.4 
.9% 
6.7% 
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(Table continued from previous page) 
Half White & half people of color 30.9% 41.4% 28.7% 
Mostly White 39.0% 25.0% 42.0% 
All/nearly all White 18.9% 6.4% 21.6% 
Racial composition of the friends in high school 
All or nearly all people of color 2.9% 12.2% .9% 
Mostly people of color 7.2% 29.5% 2.5% 
Half White & half people of color 22.8% 39.6% 19.2% 
Mostly White 42.6% 11.5% 49.2% 
All/nearly all White 24.5% 7.2% 28.2% 
Living situation during first year of college 
With parents/relatives 8.0% 20.6% 5.2% 
Off-campus 1.4% 2.1% 1.2% 
Residence hall 90.1% 75.9% 93.2% 
Other campus housing .5% 1.4% .3% 
Living situation during first year of college at Time 2 
With parents/relatives 12.5% 22.6% 10.3% 
Off-campus 7.6% 7.3% 7.7% 
Residence hall 60.8% 62.9% 60.3% 
Fraternity/Sorority 9.8% 2.4% 11.4% 
Other campus housing 9.3% 4.8% 10.3% 
SAT Mean 1280.95 1268.87 1283.60 
High school GPA mean 3.84 3.97 3.82 
Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of the Final Sample (continued on the next page) 
Total Sample 
(n= 1,542) 
Asian 
American 
(n= 211) 
White 
(n = 1,331) 
Total Number 1,542 211(13.7%) 1,331 (86.3%) 
Male 32.3% 35.3% 31.8% 
Female 67.7% 64.7 % 68.2% 
U.S. Citizen 95.8% 76.0% 98.6% 
Permanent Residents 4.2% 24.0% 1.4% 
US bom 92.1% 57.4% 97.2% 
Foreign bom 7.9% 42.6% 2.8% 
First-generation college student 14.9% 22.3% 13.7% 
Speak another language other than English at 
home 14.1% 70.2% 5.5% 
Type of high school graduated from 
Public 87.6% 93.5% 86.7% 
Religious 9.7% 4.7% 10.5% 
Private -non-religious 2.5% 1.9% 2.6% 
Home school or other .2% 0.0% .3% 
Area lived before college 
Urban 9.5% 15.9% 8.5% 
Suburban 60.7% 75.7% 58.3% 
Small town 23.8% 7.0% 26.3% 
Rural area 6.1% 1.4% 6.8% 
Racial composition of the neighborhood grown up 
All or nearly all people of color 2.3% 11.2% .9% 
Mostly people of color 3.3% 10.7% 2.2% 
Half White & half people of color 15.3% 31.2% 12.8% 
Mostly White 37.4% 32.1% 38.2% 
All/nearly all White 41.7% 14.9% 45.9% 
Racial composition of the high school graduated from 
All or nearly all people of color 2.0% 8.0% 1.1% 
Mostly people of color 6.2% 16.5% 4.7% 
Half White & half people of color 24.8% 37.3% 22.9% 
Mostly White 41.7% 29.2% 43.6% 
All/nearly all White 25.3% 9.0% 27.8% 
Racial composition of the friends in high school 
All or nearly all people of color 2.4% 13.3% .7% 
Mostly people of color 4.6% 26.1% 1.3% 
Half White & half people of color 18.6% 38.9% 15.5% 
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Mostly White 44.0% 12.3% 48.8% 
All/nearly all White 30.5% 9.5% 33.7% 
Living situation during first year of college 
With parents/relatives 4.7% 14.0% 3.3% 
Off-campus .9% 2.8% .7% 
Residence hall 93.4% 81.3% 95.3% 
Other campus housing .9% 1.9% .8% 
Living situation at Time 2 
With parents/relatives 10.8% 17.9% 9.7% 
Off-campus 7.2% 5.6% 7.5% 
Residence hall 70.6% 71.8% 70.4% 
Fraternity/Sorority 6.6% 1.5% 7.4% 
Other campus housing 4.8% 3.1% 5.0% 
Intended Academic Majors at Time 2 
Humanities 12.0% 6.9% 12.8% 
Business 16.5% 23.2% 15.5% 
Science 21.2% 20.7% 21.3% 
Social Sciences 22.8% 16.3% 23.8% 
Technical 14.6% 21.7% 13.5% 
Public Service 9.3% 7.9% 9.5% 
Undecided 3.6% 3.4% 3.1% 
SAT Mean 1213.68 1198.19 1216.08 
High school GPA mean 3.65 3.76 3.63 
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Table 5: Outcome Variables Definitions 
Social Justice Orientation 
(Time 1 and Time 2) 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
(Time 1 and Time 2) 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
(Time 1 and Time 2) 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
(Time 1 and Time 2) 
Social Leadership Abilities 
(Time 1 and Time 2) 
Pluralistic Orientation 
(Time 1 and Time 2) 
A 4-item scale measuring the extent to which students rate the importance (1 = not important to 4 = 
essential) of the following statements: 
(1) Working to end poverty; 
(2) Promoting racial tolerance and respect; 
(3) Contributing money to a charitable cause; 
(4) Creating awareness of how people affect the environment; and 
(5) Speaking up against social injustice 
A 3-item scale measuring the extent to which students agree (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly 
agree) with the following statements: 
(1) Conflict is a normal part of life; 
(2) Conflicting perspectives is healthy in a democracy; and 
(3) Democracy thrives on differing views 
A 4-item scale measuring the extent to which students agree (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly 
agree) with the following statements: 
(1) There are two sides to every issue and I try to look at them both; 
(2) 1 try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision; 
(3) I sometimes find it difficult to see the “other person’s” point of view (reverse scored); and 
(4) When I’m upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in their shoes” for a while. 
A 3-item scale measuring the extent to which students agree (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly 
agree) with the following statements: 
(1) Even if I do the best I can to help others, it won’t change the way society operates (reverse 
scored); 
(2) I believe I can do things that can make a big difference in the lives of others; and 
(3) There is little I can do to make the world a better place to live (reverse scored). 
A 3-item scale measuring the extent to which students rate themselves (1 = a major weakness to 5 = a 
major strength with the following statements: 
(1) Communication skills; 
(2) Leadership ability; and 
(3) Social self-confidence. 
A 6-item scale measuring the extent to which students rate themselves (1 = a major weakness to 5 = a 
major strength with the following statements: 
(1) Openness to having your views challenged: 
(2) Tolerance for others with different beliefs; 
(3) Ability to see the world from another’s perspective; 
(4) Ability to work cooperatively with diverse people; 
(5) Ability to negotiate controversial issues; and 
(6) Ability to solve complex problems 
Table 6: Factor Loadings and Reliabilities for Dependent Variables (UMass/Amherst) 
Factor and Survey Items Factor Loadings 
Time 1 Time 2 
Internal Consistency 
(Alpha) 
Time 1 Time 2 
Social Justice .794 .776 
Working to end poverty .499 .524 
Promoting racial tolerance and respect .625 .571 
Contributing money to a charitable cause .474 .402 , 
Creating awareness of how people affect the environment .523 .483 
Speaking up against social injustice .626 .668 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy .643 .653 
Democracy thrives on differing views .823 .825 
Conflicting perspectives is healthy in a democracy .806 .842 
Conflict is a normal part of life .669 .617 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives .662 .643 
There are two sides to every issue and I try to look at them both .819 .797 
I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision .801 .817 
I sometimes find it difficult to see the “other person's” point of view (reverse coded) .556 .507 
When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in their shoes .674 .690 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change .633 .678 
Even if 1 do the best I can to help others, it won't change the way society operates (reverse coded) .712 .786 
I believe I can do things that can make a big difference in the lives of others .767 .696 
There is little I can do to make the world a better place to live (reverse coded) .802 .864 
Social Leadership Abilities .748 .759 
Communication skills .836 .845 
Leadership ability .817 .828 
Social self-confidence .794 .790 
Pluralistic Orientation .734 .739 
Openness to having your views challenged .728 .743 
Tolerance for others with different beliefs .730 .702 
Ability to see the world from another’s perspective .722 .691 
Ability to work cooperatively with diverse people .643 .651 
Ability to negotiate controversial issues .670 .690 
Ability to solve complex problems .421 .462 
Table 7: Factor Loadings and Reliabilities for Dependent Variables (UMD) 
Factor and Survey Items Factor Loadings 
Time 1 Time 2 
Internal Consistency 
(Alpha) 
Time 1 Time 2 
Social Justice .735 .727 
Working to end poverty .680 .719 
Promoting racial tolerance and respect .747 .698 
Contributing money to a charitable cause .668 .654 
Creating awareness of how people affect the environment .633 .632 
Speaking up against social injustice .757 .755 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy .643 .653 
Democracy thrives on differing views .798 .817 
Conflicting perspectives is healthy in a democracy .816 .834 
Conflict is a normal part of life .672 .652 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives .647 .706 
There are two sides to every issue and I try to look at them both .829 .855 
I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision .799 .834 
I sometimes find it difficult to see the “other person’s” point of view (reverse coded) .579 .659 
When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in their shoes .607 .693 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change .702 .691 
Even if I do the best I can to help others, it won’t change the way society operates (reverse coded) .793 .780 
I believe I can do things that can make a big difference in the lives of others .745 .724 
There is little I can do to make the world a better place to live (reverse coded) .836 .856 
Social Leadership Abilities 
.748 .750 
Communication skills 
.845 .851 
Leadership ability .836 .819 
Social self-confidence .766 .782 
Pluralistic Orientation 
.684 .737 
Openness to having your views challenged .667 .722 
Tolerance for others with different beliefs .725 .727 
Ability to see the world from another’s perspective .729 .713 
Ability to work cooperatively with diverse people .641 .658 
Ability to negotiate controversial issues 
.555 .638 
Ability to solve complex problems 
-.012 .469 
Table 8: Factor Loadings and Reliabilities for Dependent Variables (Asian American Students) 
Factor and Survey Items Factor Loadings 
Time 1 Time 2 
Internal Consistency 
(Alpha) 
Time 1 Time 2 
Social Justice 
Working to end poverty 
Promoting racial tolerance and respect 
Contributing money to a charitable cause 
Creating awareness of how people affect the environment 
Speaking up against social injustice 
.517 
.737 
.699 
.651 
.724 
.565 
.776 
.698 
.636 
.809 
.686 .736 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
Democracy thrives on differing views 
Conflicting perspectives is healthy in a democracy 
Conflict is a normal part of life 
.785 
.788 
.580 
.816 
.804 
.669 
.544 .647 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
There are two sides to every issue and I try to look at them both 
I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement before I make a decision 
I sometimes Find it difficult to see the “other person's” point of view (reverse coded) 
When I’m upset at someone. I usually try to “put myself in their shoes 
.822 
.801 
.500 
.547 
.847 
.826 
.587 
.712 
.567 .709 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
Even if I do the best I can to help others, it won’t change the way society operates (reverse coded) 
I believe I can do things that can make a big difference in the lives of others 
There is little I can do to make the world a better place to live (reverse coded) 
.786 
.736 
.799 
.689 
.755 
.863 
.665 .653 
Social Leadership Abilities 
Communication skills 
Leadership ability 
Social self-confidence 
.830 
.840 
.788 
.855 
.832 
.813 
.755 .780 
Pluralistic Orientation 
Openness to having your views challenged 
Tolerance for others with different beliefs 
Ability to see the world from another’s perspective 
Ability to work cooperatively with diverse people 
Ability to negotiate controversial issues 
Ability to solve complex problems 
.727 
.601 
.664 
.656 
.756 
.534 
.721 
.682 
.693 
.630 
.720 
.582 
.740 .758 
Table 9: Factor Loadings and Reliabilities for Dependent Variables (White Students) 
Factor and Survey Items 
Social Justice 
Working to end poverty 
Promoting racial tolerance and respect 
Contributing money to a charitable cause 
Creating awareness of how people affect the environment 
Speaking up against social in justice 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
Democracy thrives on differing views 
Conflicting perspectives is healthy in a democracy 
Conflict is a normal part of life 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
There are two sides to every issue and I try to look at them both 
I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision 
I sometimes find it difficult to see the “other person’s” point of view (reverse coded) 
When I’m upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in their shoes 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
Even if I do the best 1 can to help others, it won’t change the way society operates (reverse coded) 
I believe I can do things that can make a big difference in the lives of others 
There is little I can do to make the world a better place to live (reverse coded) 
Social Leadership Abilities 
Communication skills 
Leadership ability 
Social self-confidence 
Pluralistic Orientation 
Openness to having your views challenged 
Tolerance for others with different beliefs 
Ability to see the world from another’s perspective 
Ability to work cooperatively with diverse people 
Ability to negotiate controversial issues 
Ability to solve complex problems 
Factor Loadings 
Time 1 Time 2 
.709 .745 
.780 .719 
.684 .636 
.692 .674 
.780 .794 
.816 .830 
.811 .845 
.684 .612 
.823 .801 
.796 .817 
.578 .533 
.649 .694 
.749 .795 
.751 .694 
.821 .859 
.833 .842 
.827 .817 
.781 .786 
.739 .734 
.707 .719 
.721 .701 
.621 .661 
.647 .650 
.342 .436 
Internal Consistency 
(Alpha) 
Time 1 Time 2 
.780 .760 
.662 .644 
.663 .664 
.664 .683 
.743 .746 
.704 .732 
Table 10: Independent Variable Definitions for Hierarchical Regression (continued on the 
next page) 
Race 
Block I: Demographic Characteristics 
A single item indicating whether each student is Asian (based on 
institutional database 2002) 
(1 = Asian, 0 =White) 
Gender (Time 1) A single item indicating each student’s gender 
(1= Female, 0=Male) 
Students’ citizenship 
status 
A single item indicating a student’s citizenship status: 
(1= US citizen; 0= Not a US citizen, permanent resident) 
First generation college 
student (Time 1) 
A single item indicating whether a student is the First in their family 
to attend college (1 = yes, 0 = no) 
Family income 
(Time 1) 
A single item estimating student’s annual family income whether a 
(1 = Less than SIO.OOO:^ = $10,000 -19,999; 3 = $20,000 - 29.999; 
4 = 30.000 - 30.999; 5 = $40,000 - 59.999; 6 = $60,000 - 99.999; 7 
= $100,000 - 149.999; 8 = $150,000 or more) 
Block II: Pre-College Engagement and Characteristics 
Academic aspiration A single item indicating the highest academic degree that a student 
(Time 1) intends to obtain (1 = no, 2 = bachelor’s degree, 3 = master’s 
degree, 4 = doctorate/professional) 
High School GPA Student’s high school GPA supplied by each institution 
SAT score Student’s SAT verbal and math score combined (supplied by each 
institution) 
High School 
Extracurricular Activities 
(Time 1) 
A 4-item index indicating how often (1 = never to 5 = daily) a 
student reported engaging in the following activities: 
(1) volunteer work; 
(2) student clubs; 
(3) activities to clean the environment; 
(4) school publications; 
High School Political 
Activities 
(Time 1) 
A 4-item index indicating how often (1 = never to 5 = daily) a 
student reported engaging in the following activities: 
(1) discussed politics with students; 
(2) discussed racial/ethnic issues; 
(3) followed the presidential election process; and 
(4) read a newspaper. 
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Block III: Pre-College Outcome Measurement 
See descriptions for dependent variables 
College Political 
Activities 
(Time 2) 
Block IV: College Engagement (Environment) 
A 7-item index indicating whether a student engaged in the 
following activities (1 = yes; 0 = no): 
(1) Helped members in the community to get out and vote 
(2) Voted in federal/state elections 
(3) Joined an organization reflecting my own cultural heritage 
(4) Held a campus leadership position (e.g., student government, 
Resident Advisor, club officer) 
(5) Joined an organization that promotes cultural diversity 
(6) Voted in student government elections 
(7) Participated in student protests (recoded: never, seldom -> 0; 
sometimes, often, very often -> 1) 
Personal Interactions with 
Diverse Peers 
(Time 2) 
A 7-item index indicating how often a student engaged in the 
following activities (1 = never to 5 = very often): 
(1) Dined or shared a meal 
(2) Had meaningful and honest discussions about race/ethnic 
relations outside of class 
(3) Shared personal feelings and problems 
(4) Studied or prepared for class 
(5) Socialized or partied 
(6) Had intellectual discussions outside of class 
(7) Attended events sponsored by other racial/ethnic groups 
Co-Curricular Activities A 3-item index indicating how often a student engaged in the 
(Time 2) following activities (1 = never to 5 = very often): 
(1) Residence hall activities (e.g., hall council, social activities, 
etc.) 
(2) Community service activities 
(3) Activities to clean up the environment 
Participation in Diversity A 3-item index indicating how often a student engaged in the 
Programs (Time 2) following activities (1 = never to 5 = very often): 
(1) Events or activities sponsored by groups reflecting your own 
cultural heritage 
(2) Campus organized discussions on racial/ethnic issues 
(3) Diversity awareness workshops 
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Social Justice Emphasis 
Courses 
(Time 2) 
A 5-item index indicating the number of courses a student took that 
include the following components (0 = none, 1 = one, 2 = two, 3 = 
three or more): 
(1) Material/readings on gender issues 
(2) Material/readings on social justice issues 
(3) An experience serving communities in need (e.g., service 
learning) 
(4) Material/readings on race and ethnicity issues 
(5) Opportunities for intensive dialogue between students with 
different backgrounds and beliefs 
Interaction with Faculty An item indicating the quality of interaction a student had with 
faculty: 
(1) Assisted on faculty research projects (1 = yes; 0 = no); 
Relationship with Faculty An item rating a student’s relationship with faculty members 
(1) At least one faculty member has taken an interest in my 
development (1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree) 
Living Condition 
(Time 2) 
A single item indicating a student’s living condition during the 
second year in college: (1 = on-campus, 0 = off-campus) 
Hours Spent on Studying 
(Time 2) 
A single item indicating the number of hours a student typically 
spent on studying per week: (1=0 hours to 6 = over 20 hours) 
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Table 11: Descriptive Statistics of Selected Independent Variables for Asian American Students and White Students and 
T-test Statistics 
Asian American White American 
Variable Mean (SD) Mean (SD) t df Sig. 
High school GPA 3.76 (.49) 3.63 (.44) 4.004 1610 .000’" 
SAT 1198.19 (164.47) 1216.08 (138.09) -1.720 1600 .086 
High School Extracurricular Activities (Index) 
(minimum: 4; maximum: 20) 10.38 (3.03) 10.33 (2.96) .248 1612 .804 
High School Political Activities (Index) 
(minimum: 4; maximum: 20) 11.72 (2.82) 12.43 (3.11) -3.160 1612 .002" 
College Political Activities (Index) 
(minimum: 0; maximum: 7) 1.92 (1.64) 1.86 (1.32) .521 1544 .603 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers (Index) 
(minimum: 7; maximum: 35) 23.92 (6.07) 21.54 (6.03) 5.380 1612 .000"' 
Co-Curricular Activities (Index) 
(minimum: 3; maximum: 15) 6.12 (2.20) 6.62 (2.23) -3.041 1612 .002" 
Participation in Diversity Programs (Index) 
(minimum: 3; maximum: 15) 5.72 (2.48) 4.74 (1.85) 6.833 1612 .000’" 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses (Index) 
(minimum: 0; maximum: 15) 10.63 (3.33) 11.84 (3.59) -4.627 1612 .000"' 
Assisted on faculty research project 
(minimum: 0; maximum: 1) .14 (.35) .13 (.34) .538 1612 .590 
At least one faculty took interest in my development 
(minimum: 1; maximum: 4) 2.49 (1.03) 2.82 (1.05) -4.111 1506 .000"’ 
*p<. 05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
Table 12: Descriptive Statistics of Democratic Orientation Scales for Asian American Students and White Students and 
T-test Statistics 
Variable 
Asian American 
Mean (SD) 
White American 
Mean (SD) / df Sig. 
Social Justice Orientation - Time 1 2.89 (0.51) 2.89 (0.59) .056 1507 .955 
Social Justice Orientation - Time 2 2.92 (0.56) 3.00 (0.57) -1.826 1489 .068 
Difference between T1 and T2 0.02 (0.55) 0.12 (0.58) -2.062 1388 .039* 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy - Time 1 3.29 (0.48) 3.41 (0.49) -3.279 1550 .001" 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy - Time 2 3.32 (0.49) 3.40 (0.48) -2.125 1472 .034* 
Difference between T1 and T2 0.03 (0.56) -0.02 (0.54) 1.086 1415 .278 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives - Time 1 2.97 (0.49) 2.96 (0.54) .219 1577 .827 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives - Time 2 3.07 (0.53) 3.07 (0.51) .092 1494 .927 
Difference between T1 and T2 0.09 (0.53) 0.11 (0.53) -.522 1462 .602 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change - Time 1 2.81 (0.61) 3.01 (0.60) -4.346 1516 .000*** 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change - l ime 2 2.90 (0.59) 3.03 (0.62) -2.620 1464 .009" 
Difference between T1 and T2 0.06 (0.64) 0.01 (0.63) .964 1374 .335 
Social Leadership Abilities - Time 1 3.38 (0.74) 3.73 (0.76) -6.425 1592 .000”* 
Social Leadership Abilities - Time 2 3.34 (0.84) 3.77 (0.78) -7.240 1541 .000*" 
Difference between T1 and T2 -0.01 (0.72) 0.03 (0.62) -1.029 1522 .304 
Pluralistic Orientation - Time 1 3.82 (0.58) 3.91 (0.54) -2.187 1598 .029* 
Pluralistic Orientation - Time 2 3.80 (0.58) 3.96 (0.54) -4.003 1545 .000*" 
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***/?<. 001 
Table 13: Correlations Among Dependent Variables 
Social 
Justice 
Orientation 
- Time 1 
Social 
Justice 
Orientation 
- Time 2 
Acceptance 
of Conflict 
in 
Democracy 
- Time 1 
Acceptance 
of Conflict 
in 
Democracy 
- Time 2 
Acceptance 
of Multiple 
Perspectives 
- Time 1 
Acceptance 
of Multiple 
Perspectives 
- Time 2 
Self- 
Efficacy 
for 
Social 
Change 
- Time 
1 
Self- 
Efficacy 
for 
Social 
Change 
- Time 
2 
Social 
Leadership 
Abilities - 
Time 1 
Social 
Leadership PO 
Abilities - Time 1 
Time 2 
Social Justice Orientation - 
Time 1 - 
Social Justice Orientation - 
Time 2 491*** - 
Acceptance of Conflict in 
Democracy - Time 1 .254*** .184*** - 
Acceptance of Conflict in 
Democracy - Time 2 177*** 226*** .384*** - 
Acceptance of Multiple 
Perspectives - Time 1 .288*** .200*** .242*** .136*** - 
Acceptance of Multiple 
Perspectives - Time 2 194*** 255*** 190*** 309*** 494*** - 
Self-Efficacy for Social 
Change - Time 1 .398*** .286*** 191*** .138*** 244*** 153*** - 
Self-Efficacy for Social 
Change - Time 2 234*** 407*** 133*** 192*** .180*** 2i9*** .466*** - 
Social Leadership Abilities - 
Time 1 129*** j49*** .123*** 148*** .120*** .108*** .283*** .196*** - 
Social Leadership Abilities - 
Time 2 .069*** ]53*** .108*** .161*** 092*** 131*** 238*** 230*** .676*** - 
Pluralistic Orientation - Time 
1 .302*** 257*** 242*** 218*** .396*** .302*** .252*** .185*** 112*** 28i*** 
Pluralistic Orientation - Time 
2 .228*** .328*** .215*** .304*** .275*** 445*** ,244*** .284*** .326*** .450*** 499*** 
Fable 14: Means and Standard Deviations of Six Democratic Scales for 
Asian American and White students at Time 1 
Outcomes 
Asian (n= 
Mean 
184) 
SD 
White (//= 
Mean 
1,242) 
SD 
Social Justice Orientation 2.91 .51 2.89 .59 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 3.29 .48 3.42 .49 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 2.97 .49 2.97 .54 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 2.82 .60 3.00 .60 
Social Leadership Abilities 3.38 .76 3.74 .77 
Pluralistic Orientation 3.83 .60 3.92 .55 
Table 15: MANOVA Results of Asian American Students and White Students on 
Democratic Outcomes at Time 1 
Multivariate Testa Univariate ANOVAb 
Wilks’ Lambda Democratic Orientation Scales 
F 9.40 
Social 
Justice 
Conflict in Multiple 
Democracy Perspectives 
Self- 
Efficacy Leadership 
Pluralistic 
Orientation 
F .003 11.10** .048 
* ** 
15.87 
*** 
35.13 
* 
3.85 
*p<. 05 **p<.01 ***/?<. 001 
adfs = 6, 1419 
adfs = 1, 1424 
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Table 16: Means and Standard Deviations of Six Democratic Scales for 
Asian American and White students at Time 2 
Outcomes 
Asian (n- 
Mean 
188) 
SD 
White 0?=1,221) 
Mean SD 
Social Justice Orientation 2.91 .56 3.00 .57 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 3.32 .48 3.40 .48 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 3.09 .49 3.07 .51 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 2.89 .60 3.02 .62 
Social Leadership Abilities 3.36 .83 3.76 .80 
Pluralistic Orientation 3.80 .58 3.95 .54 
Table 17: MANOVA Results of Asian American Students and White Students on 
Democratic Outcomes at Time 2 
Multivariate Testa Univariate ANOVAb 
Wilks’ Lambda Democratic Orientation Scales 
Social Conflict in Multiple Self- Pluralistic 
F 8.38**’ Justice Democracy Perspectives 
^rr. LCdUClMllLJ 
Eiricacy r Orientation 
F 3.39 4.18* .365 ^Sfcsjc ifcjfcsfc 6.93 42.26 12.75*** 
*p<.05 **/?<. 01 ***p<-001 
adfs = 6, 1402 
adfs = 1, 1407 
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Table 18: MANOVA Results - Effect of Citizenship Status among 
Asian American Students on Democratic Outcomes at Time 1 
Multivariate Test1* 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Univariate ANOVA1’ 
Democratic Orientation Scales 
F 2.04’ 
F 
Social 
Justice 
.578 
Conflict in Multiple 
Democracy Perspectives 
4.22* 2.54 
Se|f- , . .. 
Efficacy Leadershlp 
.317 6.40** 
Pluralistic 
Orientation 
.84 
*p<. 05 **/?<. 01 ***/;<.001 
adfs= 12, 314 
bdfs = 2, 162 
Table 19: Means and Standard Deviations of Six Democratic Scales among 
Asian American students at Time 1 
Outcomes 
Citizen 
(n=94) 
Foreign-born 
naturalized 
(rc=34) 
Foreign-born 
permanent 
resident (/z=37) 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Social Justice Orientation 2.92 .55 2.81 .49 2.87 .53 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 3.31 .50 3.40 .46 3.10 .44 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 3.03 .49 3.04 .46 3.09 .44 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 2.84 .64 2.84 .55 2.75 .58 
Social Leadership Abilities 3.49 .74 3.46 .80 2.98 .72 
Pluralistic Orientation 3.85 .65 3.84 .54 3.70 .56 
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Table 20: MANOVA Results of Effect of Citizenship Status among 
Asian American Students on Democratic Outcomes at Time 2 
Multivariate Testa 
Wilks’ Lambda 
Univariate ANOVA1’ 
Democratic Orientation Scales 
F 1.36 
F 
Social 
Justice 
.752 
Conflict in Multiple 
Democracy Perspectives 
1.54 .385 
Self- 
Efficacy 
2.07 
Leadership 
6.25** 
Pluralistic 
Orientation 
3.34* 
*p<. 05 ***/?<.001 
adfs= 12, 312 
bdfs = 2, 160 
Table 21: Means and Standard Deviations of Six Democratic Scales among 
Asian American students at Time 2 
Outcomes 
Citizen 
(n=92) 
Foreign-born 
naturalized 
(77=32) 
Foreign-born 
permanent 
resident (77=39) 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Social Justice Orientation 2.92 .59 2.97 .48 2.82 .55 
Acceptance of Conflict in 
Democracy 3.37 .48 3.26 .50 3.21 .48 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 3.09 .51 3.08 .50 3.01 .43 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 2.95 .60 2.90 .63 2.72 .56 
Social Leadership Abilities 3.47 .85 3.52 .85 2.96 .66 
Pluralistic Orientation 3.82 .56 3.84 .59 3.56 .53 
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Table 22: Repeated Measures MANOVA Results on six Democratic Scales 
(Interaction between Time and Group) 
Multivariate Tests11 Univariate ANOVA1’ 
Democratic Orientation Scales 
Source r Social 
Justice 
Conflict in 
Democracy 
Multiple 
Perspectives 
Self- 
Efficacy 
Leadership Pluralistic 
Time (within-subjects) 3.76*** 6.02* .978 18.77*** .184 .121 .432 
Race (between-subjects) 8.43*** .82 7.49** .57 12.46*** 37.64*** - 7.46 
Time x Race 
(interaction) 2.11* 4.82** 3.37 .26 .25 2.67 2.67 
*p<.05 **£><.01 ***£><.001 
adfs = 6, 1236 
bdfs = 1, 1249 
Table 23: Means and SD for Repeated Measures MANOVA Results on 
Six Democratic Scales 
Democratic Scales 
Asian 
07=162) 
White 
(77=1,081) 
Time 1 Time 2 Time 1 Time 2 
Social Justice Orientation 2.91 (.52) 2.91 (.56) 2.89 (.58) 3.00 (.57) 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 3.28 (.48) 3.34 (.48) 3.41 (.49) 3.40 (.48) 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 3.00 (.49) 3.09 (.50) 2.96 (.55) 3.07 (.51) 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 2.84 (.60) 2.87 (.60) 3.01 (.61) 3.01 (.62) 
Social Leadership Abilities 3.39 (.76) 3.37 (.85) 3.73 (.76) 3.76 (.79) 
Pluralistic Orientation 3.83 (.60) 3.81 (.59) 3.90 (.55) 3.96 (.54) 
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Table 24: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Six Democratic Scales 
(White Students) 
Social 
Justice 
Conflict Multiple Perspectives 
Self- 
Efficacy 
Leadership Pluralistic Orientation 
(beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) 
Block I- Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female 112*** -.024 
5k 
.068 
** 
.089 .040 -.029 
US. Citizen -.014 .023 .002 .015 .007 .010 
Family Income .034 
_ * 
.056 -.034 .010 
* 
.067 .042 
First-Generation College Student -.048 -.022 -.067* .012 .018 -.037 
R2 for Block 
*** 
.016 .005 .010** .008* .006 
*** 
.004 
Block 11 ' - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA .013 -.002 -.005 -.021 -.018 -.042 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration 
(2000) .042 .007 .045 .051 .047 .051 
SAT .049 
** 
.104 -.007 .050 
** 
-.092 .114*** 
High School Extra-curricular 
Activities 
* 
.064 .021 .037 
„ ^ *** 
.139 
*** 
.228 .109*** 
High School Political Activities 
*** 
.128 .101*** -.004 
* 
.061 
*** 
.103 
- ^ *5k5k 
.102 
R2 for Block 
*** 
.034 .024*** .004 
_ _ _ *** 
.035 
_ _ *** 
.085 
=k*=k 
.046 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .431*** .345*** 
^ 5k** 
.473 
* ^ ,*** 
.406 .634*** 
sk :k 45 
.460 
R2 for Block .172*** .113*** 
*** 
.218 
*** 
.152 .355*** 
- ~~*** 
.192 
Block IV - College Experiences 
College Political Activities .048 .027 .021 
* 
.056 
** 
.064 .071** 
Personal Interactions with 
Diverse Peers .081 
* 
.059 .052* 
„ ** 
.086 
* 
.053 .174*** 
Co-Curricular Activities .059 -.007 .050 .096 
* 
.058 .004 
Participation in Diverse Programs .047 
^ ** 
-TOO -.047 -.025 .028 .001 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses 
** 
.088 .106 
* 
.062 
_*** 
.099 .027 .048 
Academic Aspiration (2002) .045 .003 .031 .012 .030 .056* 
Assisted on Faculty Research 
Projects .035 .055* .025 .032 .007 -.001 
Faculty Took Interest in my 
Development 
5k5k?k 
.095 .054* 
* 
.053 
** 
.085 
** 
.067 .054* 
Living on Campus .010 -.022 -.036 -.007 -.015 -.057* 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying .010 .014 -.006 .053* -.009 -.007 
R2 for Block 
>ksk>k 
.065 *** .027 _ _ ^ *** .018 .062*** .029*** ♦ ** .055 
Total R2 .287 .170*** 
_ *** 
.250 
*** 
.258 .475*** 
* sk sk 
.297 
Adjusted R2 _ _ ,*** .276 .153*** _ ^ ^ *** .239 4 *♦* .248 .468*** *** .287 
*p<.05 **p<m ***p<.001 
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Table 25: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Six Democratic Scales 
(Asian American Students) 
Social 
Justice 
(beta) 
Conflict 
(beta) 
Multiple 
Perspectives 
(beta) 
Self- 
Efficacy 
(beta) 
Leadership 
(beta) 
Pluralistic 
Orientation 
(beta) 
Gender: Female 
Block I - 
.159* 
Demographic Characteristics 
.173* .120 .221** .022 .017 
US. Citizen .069 .074 .093 .076 
sjcaf: 
.200 .139* 
Family Income .055 .173* .087 .196 
** 
.182 .264*** 
First-Generation College Student -.019 -.017 -.005 .069 -.022 -.097 
R2 for Block .032 
** 
.065 .032 
*** 
.097 
*** 
.093 
- ~ ^*** 
.120 
High School GPA 
Block II 
.025 
' - Pre-College Engagement 
-.045 .097 .025 -.013 .029 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration 
.055 .050 .022 -.005 .044 .008 (2000) 
SAT .120 
** 
.251 -.024 .035 -.021 
** 
.225 
High School Extra-curricular 
.116 -.007 -.035 .167 
** 
.209 .069 
Activities 
High School Political Activities .123 .071 .126 -.031 .077 .245*** 
R2 for Block .062* 
* 
.054 .020 .027 
_ * 
.060 .124*** 
Block III - Pre 
*** 
Measurement of Outcome Variable 
*** _*** *** _ ^ *** 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .370 .275 .434 .408 .524 .388 
*** *** 
R" for Block .120 .066 .174 .155 .218 .115 
College Political Activities 
Block IV - College Experiences 
.036 .041 -.118 .062 .200** -.030 
Personal Interactions with 
- .029 -.046 .065 -.008 .131* .140* 
Diverse Peers 
Co-Curricular Activities .082 .126 .058 .076 .075 .058 
Participation in Diverse Programs .129 -.023 .110 
* 
.164 .034 .045 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .071 .094 .069 
** 
.193 - .029 .085 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.091 -.011 -.060 -.083 -.032 .014 
Assisted on Faculty Research 
-.018 -.005 .076 -.112 .048 .057 
Projects 
Faculty Took Interest in my 
-.020 .092 .020 .091 .076 .110 
Development 
Living on Campus -.062 .006 -.013 -.083 -.075 .042 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying -.019 -.098 .068 -.015 .064 .071 
R2 for Block .045 .041 .047 
_ ** 
.106 
~ ~ _ *** 
.095 .072** 
Total R2 .259 .226 .272 .384** .466*** .431*** 
Adjusted R2 .183 .146 .197 .321** .411*** .372** 
*p<X) 5 **/?<. 01 ***/?<.001 
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Table 26: Regression Block Entry: Social Justice Orientation (White students n = 1,398) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .112*** .130*** .069** .031 
US. Citizen -.014 -.020 -.012 -.008 
Family Income .034 .023 .040 .041 
First-Generation College Student -.048 -.051 -.026 -.028 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA .013 .001 -.010 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .042 .012 -.016 
SAT .049 .012 -.005 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .064* .028 -.031 
High School Political Activities .128*** .066** .026 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .431*** .387*** 
Block IV — College Experiences 
College Political Activities .048 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .081** 
Co-Curricular Activities .059* 
Participation in Diverse Programs .047 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .088** 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
.045 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .035 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .095*** 
Living on Campus .010 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying .010 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .013 .043 .216 .276 
Change in R2 .016*** .034*** 
„ __ *** 
.172 .065*** 
*p<.05 **/?<. 01 ***/><.001 
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Table 27: Regression Block Entry: Social Justice Orientation 
(Asian American students n =215) 
Block I Block II Block III Block IV 
(beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female 
US. Citizen 
Family Income 
First-Generation College Student 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) 
SAT 
High School Extra-curricular Activities 
High School Political Activities 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable 
Block IV - College Experiences 
College Political Activities 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers 
Co-Curricular Activities 
Participation in Diverse Programs 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
Living on Campus 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R 
Change in R2 
*p<. 05 **/?<. 01 ***/?<. 001 
.159 .134 .085 .066 
.069 .045 .049 .027 
.055 -.017 -.019 -.042 
-.019 -.038 .021 .011 
.025 -.010 -.022 
.055 .052 .050 
.120 .079 .112 
.116 .113 .066 
.123 .039 .027 
_ _ _ _ *** 
.370 .332 
.036 
-.029 
.082 
.129 
.071 
-.091 
-.018 
-.020 
-.062 
-.019 
.014 .054 .214 .259 
.032 .062* .120*** .045 
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Table 28: Regression Block Entry: Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
(White students n = 1,398) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block I - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female -.024 .012 .007 -.020 
US. Citizen .023 .019 .008 .007 
Family Income .056* .041 .032 .039 
First-Generation College Student -.022 -.025 -.027 -.020 
Block II — Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.002 -.013 -.014 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .007 -.011 -.012 
SAT .104** .069* .058 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .021 .028 .014 
High School Political Activities .101*** .051 .035 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable . 345*** . 333*** 
Block IV — College Experiences 
College Political Activities .027 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .059* 
Co-Curricular Activities 
-.007 
Participation in Diverse Programs 
-.100** 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses 
.106*** 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
.003 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
.055* 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
.054* 
Living on Campus 
-.022 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
.014 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .002 .023 .136 .158 
Change in R 
.005 .024*** .113*** .027*** 
*p< .05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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Table 29: Regression Block Entry: Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
(Asian American students n = 215) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .173* .201** .192** .156* 
US. Citizen .074 .044 -.003 .006 
Family Income .173* .078 .073 .048 
First-Generation College Student -.017 -.015 -.001 -.010 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.045 -.036 -.039 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .050 .037 .051 
SAT .251** .193* .189* 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.007 -.006 -.046 
High School Political Activities .071 .032 .019 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable 
_ _ _ *** 
.275 .242 
Block IV - College Experiences 
College Political Activities .041 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers -.046 
Co-Curricular Activities .126 
Participation in Diverse Programs -.023 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .094 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.011 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects -.005 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .092 
Living on Campus .006 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying -.098 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R~ .047 .080 .145 .146 
Change in R .065 .054* .066*** .041 
*p<. 05 ** p<. 01 **=77 <.()()! 
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Table 30: Regression Block Entry: Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
(White students n = 1,398) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .068* .057* .011 -.012 
US. Citizen .002 .001 -.004 -.001 
Family Income -.034 -.036 -.005 -.002 
First-Generation College Student -.067* -.069 -.051* -.051* 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.005 -.020 -.021 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .045 .015 -.002 
SAT -.007 -.007 -.019 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .037 .023 -.005 
High School Political Activities -.004 -.019 -.039 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .473 .458*** 
Block IV — College Experiences 
College Political Activities .021 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .052* 
Co-Curricular Activities .050 
Participation in Diverse Programs 
-.047 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .062* 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
.031 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
.025 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
.053* 
Living on Campus 
-.036 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
-.006 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .007 .007 .226 .239 
Change in R2 .010* .004 .218*** .018*** 
*p<. 05 ** p<.0\ ***/?<. 001 
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Table 31: Regression Block Entry: Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
(Asian American students n =215) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .120 .110 .073 .079 
US. Citizen .093 .099 .015 .043 
Family Income .087 .068 .091 .060 
First-Generation College Student -.005 -.011 -.017 -.018 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA .097 .064 .052 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .022 -.004 -.007 
SAT -.024 -.021 -.008 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.035 -.028 -.061 
High School Political Activities .126 .054 .040 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable *** .434 .391*** 
Block IV - College Experiences 
College Political Activities -.118 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .065 
Co-Curricular Activities .058 
Participation in Diverse Programs .110 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .069 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.060 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .076 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .020 
Living on Campus -.013 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying .068 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .013 .010 .187 .197 
# "> 
Change in R~ .032 .020 .174*** .047 
*p<. 05 ** p<. 01 ***/?<. 001 
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Table 32: Regression Block Entry: Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
(White students n = 1,398) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block I - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .089** .086 .046 .005 
US. Citizen .015 .005 .004 .007 
Family Income .010 .001 .024 .022 
First-Generation College Student .012 .006 .024 .021 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.021 -.035 -.048 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .051 .034 .017 
SAT .050 .028 .010 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .139*** 
** 
.077 .020 
High School Political Activities .061* .007 -.027 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .406*** 
** 
.355 
Block IV — College Experiences 
College Political Activities 
.056 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .086** 
Co-Curricular Activities 
.096** 
Participation in Diverse Programs 
-.025 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses 
.099*** 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
.012 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
.032 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
.085** 
Living on Campus 
-.007 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
.053* 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .006 .038 .190 .248 
Change in R2 .008* .035*** .152*** .062*** 
*p<. 05 **/?<.01 ***/?<. 001 
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Table 33: Regression Block Entry: Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
(Asian American students n = 215) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block I - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female 
_ _ . ** 
.221 .189** .164* .116 
US. Citizen .076 .055 .061 .023 
Family Income .196* .170 .184** .110 
First-Generation College Student .069 .045 .076 .073 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA .025 .025 -.009 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.005 .004 .002 
SAT .035 -.028 .013 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .167* .095 .035 
High School Political Activities -.031 - .062 -.098 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .408*** 
. *** 
.363 
Block IV - College Experiences 
College Political Activities .062 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers -.008 
Co-Curricular Activities .076 
Participation in Diverse Programs .164* 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .193** 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.083 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects -.112 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .091 
Living on Campus -.083 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying -.015 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R~ .080 .085 .243 .321 
Change in R~ 
*** 
.097 .027 .155*** 
** 
.106 
*p<. 05 **/?<.01 ***/?<.001 
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Table 34: Regression Block Entry: Social Leadership Abilities 
(White students n - 1,398) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .040 -.005 -.003 -.028 
US. Citizen .007 -.006 -.004 -.001 
Family Income .067* .077** .037 .041* 
First-Generation College Student .018 .017 -.001 -.002 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.018 -.035 -.038 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .047 .031 .010 
SAT -.092** -.048* -.068** 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .228*** .059** .021 
High School Political Activities .103*** .019 -.010 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .634*** .600*** 
Block IV - College Experiences 
College Political Activities .064** 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .053* 
Co-Curricular Activities 
.058* 
Participation in Diverse Programs 
.028 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .027 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
.030 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
.007 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
.067** 
Living on Campus 
-.015 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
-.009 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .003 .085 .442 .468 
Change in R2 .006 .085*** .355*** .029*** 
*p<. 05 **p<.01 ***/?<.001 
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Table 35: Regression Block Entry: Social Leadership Abilities 
(Asian American students n - 215) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .022 -.036 -.013 -.044 
US. Citizen .200 * .189** .086 .099 
Family Income .182** .167* .124 .067 
First-Generation College Student -.022 -.047 -.002 -.020 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.013 -.020 -.053 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .044 -.014 -.053 
SAT -.021 -.021 -.045 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .209** .052 -.014 
High School Political Activities .077 .029 -.055 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable 
__ .*** 
.524 .496*** 
Block IV - College Experiences 
College Political Activities .200** 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .131* 
Co-Curricular Activities .075 
Participation in Diverse Programs .034 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses -.029 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.032 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .048 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .076 
Living on Campus -.075 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying .064 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted /?' .076 .116 .341 .411 
Change in R~ .093*** .060* 
_ 
.218 .095*** 
*p<. 05 **/?<.01 ***p<. 001 
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Table 36: Regression Block Entry: Pluralistic Orientation 
(White students n - 1,399) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female -.029 -.007 -.007 -.040 
US. Citizen .010 .001 .012 .021 
Family Income .042 .026 .028 .035 
First-Generation College Student -.037 -.042 -.034 -.037 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.042 -.061* -.062* 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .051 .046 .013 
SAT .114*** .057* .039 
Hish School Extra-curricular Activities .109*** .044 .003 
High School Political Activities .102*** .023 -.021 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .460*** .424*** 
Block IV — College Experiences 
College Political Activities .071** 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .174*** 
Co-Curricular Activities .004 
Participation in Diverse Programs .001 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .048 
Academic Aspiration (2002) .056* 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
-.001 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .054* 
Living on Campus 
-.057* 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
-.007 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .002 .004 .237 .287 
Change in R2 .004*** .046*** .192*** .055*** 
*p<. 05 **/?<. 01 ***£><.001 
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Table 37: Regression Block Entry: Pluralistic Orientation 
(Asian American students n = 215) 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block IV 
(beta) 
Block l - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .017 .022 .022 .000 
US. Citizen .139* .095 .095 .128* 
Family Income .264*** .152* .075 .025 
First-Generation College Student -.097 -.108 -.092 -.095 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA .029 -.018 -.037 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .008 -.021 -.037 
SAT .225 .150 .136 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .069 .056 .010 
High School Political Activities .245*** .162* .117 
Block III - Pre Measurement of Outcome Variable 
Pre-Measure of Dependent Variable .388*** .338*** 
Block IV - College Experiences 
College Political Activities -.030 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .140* 
Co-Curricular Activities .058 
Participation in Diverse Programs .045 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .085 
Academic Aspiration (2002) .014 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .057 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .110 
Living on Campus .042 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying .071 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .103 .211 .328 .372 
Change in R2 .120*** .124*** 
*** 
.115 .072** 
*p<.05 ** p<.01 ***/><.001 
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Table 38: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Six Democratic Scales 
(White Students n =1,399) Gains as DV 
Social 
Justice 
Conflict Multiple Perspectives 
Self- 
Efficacy 
Leadership Pluralistic 
Orientation 
(beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) 
Block I - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female -.003 -.002 -.011 -.013 -.001 .002 
US. Citizen .039 .008 .029 .058* .019 .022 
Family Income .003 -.024 -.027 .040 -.012 .027 
First-Generation College 
Student .018 .001 .003 .005 .001 -.029 
R2 for Block .002 .029 -.040 .007 .005 .002 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.013 -.025 -.045 -.041 -.050 
** 
-.087 
Pre-College Academic 
Aspiration (2000) -.034 -.031 -.026 -.006 .038 .041 
SAT -.040 -.009 -.015 -.002 -.023 -.014 
High School Extra¬ 
curricular Activities -.016 .022 -.004 .008 -.019 -.032 
High School Political 
Activities -.018 -.020 -.032 -.065* -.037 -.059* 
R~ for Block .005 .003 .005 .006 .007 .015" 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political 
Activities -.019 -.024 .073* .016 .029 .030 
Personal Interactions with 
Diverse Peers .055 .026 .015 .078" .024 .094** 
Co-Curricular Activities .018 .024 -.002 .013 .070* .025 
Participation in Diverse 
Programs .044 -.057 -.017 .000 .029 .029 
Social Justice Emphasis 
Courses .008 .063* .034 .034 .018 .044 
Academic Aspiration 
(2002) .013 -.006 -.022 -.043 -.005 .031 
Assisted on Faculty 
Research Projects .007 .038 .027 -.016 .008 -.009 
Faculty Took Interest in 
my Development .079" .017 -.001 .041 .046 .017 
Living on Campus .001 -.044 -.050 -.007 -.005 -.055* 
Hours per Week Spent on 
Studying .017 -.004 -.020 .048 -.002 -.022 
R2 for Block .017" .010 .008 .017" .017" .024*** 
Total R2 .024* .014 .017 .028" .024* .041"* 
Adjusted R2 .010* .001 .004 .014" .010* .028*** 
*/?<c.05 ** p<.01 001 
210 
Tabic 39: Regression Block Entry: Social Justice Orientation 
(White Students n = 1,398) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .002 -.006 -.023 
US. Citizen -.003 -.001 .006 
Family Income .039 .048 .051 
First-Generation College Student .003 .006 .006 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.013 -.024 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.034 -.048 
SAT -.040 -.041 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.016 -.041 
High School Political Activities -.018 -.035 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities -.019 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .055 
Co-Curricular Activities .018 
Participation in Diverse Programs .044 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .008 
Academic Aspiration (2002) .013 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .007 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .079" 
Living on Campus .001 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying .017 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .002 .007 .024* 
Change in R“ .002 .005 .017 * 
*p<. 05 **p<.01 ***p<-00! 
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Table 40: Regression Block Entry: Acceptance of Conflicts in Democracy 
(White Students n = 1,398) Gains as DV 
Block I Block II Block III 
(beta) (beta) (beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .029 .022 .009 
US. Citizen -.002 -.003 -.003 
Family Income .008 .013 .017 
First-Generation College Student -.024 -.023 -.022 
Block II — Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.025 -.022 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.031 -.029 
SAT -.009 -.008 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .022 .018 
High School Political Activities -.020 -.024 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities 
-.024 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .026 
Co-Curricular Activities .024 
Participation in Diverse Programs 
-.057 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .063* 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
-.006 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .038 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
.017 
Living on Campus 
-.044 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
-.004 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .001 .004 .014 
Change in R2 .001 .003 .010 
*p<. 05 **/?<. 01 ***/?<. 001 
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Table 41: Regression Block Entry: Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
(White Students n = 1,398) Gains as I)V 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female -.040 -.047 -.054 
US. Citizen -.011 -.011 -.016 
Family Income .029 .036 .039 
First-Generation College Student -.027 -.024 -.023 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.045 -.034 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.026 -.020 
SAT -.015 -.026 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.004 -.015 
High School Political Activities -.032 -.051 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities .073* 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .015 
Co-Curricular Activities -.002 
Participation in Diverse Programs -.017 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .034 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.022 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .027 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development -.001 
Living on Campus -.050 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying -.020 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R~ .001 .002 .004 
Change in R2 .003 .005 .008 
*p<.05 **/?<. 01 ***/?<.001 
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Table 42: Regression Block Entry: Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
(White Students n = 1,398) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .007 -.004 -.023 
US. Citizen -.013 -.013 -.008 
Family Income 
$ 
.058 .062* .064* 
First-Generation College Student .040 .040 .040 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.041 -.049 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.006 .006 
SAT -.002 -.006 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .008 -.016 
High School Political Activities -.065* -.084** 
Block III — College Experiences 
College Political Activities .016 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .078** 
Co-Curricular Activities .013 
Participation in Diverse Programs .000 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .034 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
-.043 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
-.016 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .041 
Living on Campus 
-.007 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
.048 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .002 .004 .014** 
Change in R2 .005 .006 .017** 
*p<. 05 **/?<.01 ***/?<.001 
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Table 43: Regression Block Entry: Social Leadership Abilities 
(White Students n = 1,398) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .005 -.006 -.024 
US. Citizen -.001 .001 .002 
Family Income .019 .023 .022 
First-Generation College Student -.012 -.009 -.012 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.050 -.053 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .038 .031 
SAT -.023 -.032 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.019 -.057 
High School Political Activities -.037 -.056 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities .029 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .024 
Co-Curricular Activities .070* 
Participation in Diverse Programs .029 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .018 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.005 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .008 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .046 
Living on Campus -.005 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying -.002 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R~ -.002 .001 .010* 
Change in R~ .001 .007 .017** 
*p<. 05 **/?<. 01 ***p<.001 
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Table 44: Regression Block Entry: Pluralistic Orientation 
(White Students n = 1,399) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 — Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .002 -.010 -.032 
US. Citizen .022 .025 .032 
Family Income .027 .032 .036 
First-Generation College Student -.029 -.024 -.027 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.087** -.084** 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .041 .023 
SAT -.014 -.025 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.032 -.063* 
High School Political Activities 
-.059* -.092** 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities 
.030 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .094 
Co-Curricular Activities 
.025 
Participation in Diverse Programs 
.029 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses 
.044 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
.031 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
-.009 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
.017 
Living on Campus 
-.055* 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
-.022 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 
-.001 .011** .028*** 
Change in R1 .002 .015** .024*** 
*p<. 05 ***/?<. 001 
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Table 45: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Six Democratic Scales 
(Asian American students n =215) Gains as DV 
Social 
Justice Conflict p Perspectives 
Self- 
Efficacy 
Leadership 
Pluralistic 
Orientation 
(beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) (beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .078 -.106 -.068 .073 .027 -.008 
US. Citizen -.025 .068 .071 .129 .104 .121 
Family Income .105 .033 -.020 .110 .025 -.038 
First-Generation College 
Student .018 .028 .008 .062** .014 -.065 
R2 for Block .032 .121 .014 .163* -.023 .018 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.041 -.025 .010 .032 -.006 -.070 
Pre-College Academic 
Aspiration (2000) -.010 .002 -.006 -.017 -.023 -.027 
SAT .018 .065 -.014 -.115 -.055 -.009 
High School Extra¬ 
curricular Activities .150 -.018 -.027 .009 -.077 .016 
High School Political c 
Activities -.108 -.056 -.046 -.115 -.004 .039 
R2 for Block .021 .006 .004 .023 .010 .009 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political 
Activities .039 -.047 
-.082 .004 .238** -.034 
Personal Interactions with 
Diverse Peers -.091 -.135 -.005 -.073 
.091 .033 
Co-Curricular 
Activities 
-.001 .055 -.023 -.027 .090 .041 
Participation in Diverse 
Programs .068 .103 
.149 .192* .052 .006 
Social Justice Emphasis 
Courses .087 .029 
.039 .113 -.104 .059 
Academic Aspiration 
(2002) -.147 -.051 -.075 -.026 -.032 .016 
Assisted on Faculty 
Research Projects -.053 -.031 .071 -.086 .063 .036 
Faculty Took Interest in 
my Development .037 .029 
.020 .096 .106 .139 
Living on Campus -.017 .089 .037 -.029 -.064 .090 
Hours per Week Spent on 
Studying -.032 
.005 -.072 -.100 -.016 -.053 
R2 for Block .033 .030 .037 .066 .120** .042 
Total R2 .073 .064 .049 .151* .145* .069 
Adjusted R2 -.018 -.027 -.044 .068* .061* -.022 
*p<. 05 **/;<.01 ***/;<.001 
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Table 46: Regression Block Entry: Social Justice 
(Asian American students n = 214) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .032 .010 -.002 
US. Citizen .078 .064 .042 
Family Income -.025 -.025 -.039 
First-Generation College Student .105 .090 .103 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.041 -.034 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.010 .028 
SAT .018 .044 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .150 .129 
High School Political Activities -.108 -.095 
Block Ill — College Experiences 
College Political Activities .039 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers 
-.091 
Co-Curricular Activities 
-.001 
Participation in Diverse Programs .068 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .087 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
-.147 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
-.053 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
.037 
Living on Campus 
-.017 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
-.032 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .000 -.003 -.018 
Change in R2 
.018 .021 .033 
*p<. 05 **/?<.01 ***/?<. 001 
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Table 47: Regression Block Entry: Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
(Asian American students n = 214) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 — Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .121 .137 .139 
US. Citizen -.106 -.113 -.099 
Family Income .068 .054 .073 
First-Generation College Student .033 .036 .056 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.025 -.025 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) .002 .019 
SAT .065 .078 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.018 -.048 
High School Political Activities -.056 -.031 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities -.047 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers -.135 
Co-Curricular Activities .055 
Participation in Diverse Programs .103 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .029 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.051 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects -.031 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .029 
Living on Campus .089 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying .005 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R~ .010 -.008 -.027 
Change in R2 .028 .006 .030 
*p<. 05 **/?<. 01 ***p<.001 
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Table 48: Regression Block Entry: Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
(Asian American students n = 214) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .014 .019 .007 
US. Citizen -.068 -.064 -.043 
Family Income .071 .081 .070 
First-Generation College Student -.020 -.018 -.007 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA .010 .039 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.006 -.004 
SAT -.014 .002 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.027 -.057 
High School Political Activities -.046 -.034 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities -.082 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers -.005 
Co-Curricular Activities 
-.023 
Participation in Diverse Programs .149 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .039 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
-.075 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .071 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .020 
Living on Campus 
.037 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
-.072 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 
-.011 -.032 -.044 
Change in R2 .008 .004 .037 
*p<. 05 **/?<. 01 001 
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Table 49: Regression Block Entry: Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
(Asian American students n = 214) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female .163* .149* .113 
US. Citizen .073 .088 .073 
Family Income .129 
_ * 
.176 .142 
First-Generation College Student .110 .106 .117 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
His;h School GPA .032 .038 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.017 -.025 
SAT -.115 -.082 
High School Extra-curricular Activities .009 -.036 
High School Political Activities -.115 -.107 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities .004 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers -.073 
Co-Curricular Activities -.027 
Participation in Diverse Programs .192* 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .113 
Academic Aspiration (2002) -.026 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects -.086 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .096 
Living on Campus -.029 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying -.100 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 .044** .045* .068* 
Change in R .062** .023 .066 
*p<. 05 **/?<. 01 ***/;<.001 
Table 50: Regression Block Entry: Social Leadership Abilities 
(Asian American students n - 214) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 — Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female -.023 -.009 -.040 
US. Citizen .027 .039 .061 
Family Income .104 .133 .085 
First-Generation College Student .025 .037 .019 
Block II — Pre-College Engagement 
High School GPA -.006 -.017 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.023 -.073 
SAT 
-.055 -.083 
High School Extra-curricular Activities -.077 -.171 
High School Political Activities -.004 -.078 
Block III — College Experiences 
College Political Activities .238** 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .091 
Co-Curricular Activities 
.090 
Participation in Diverse Programs 
.052 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses 
-.104 
Academic Aspiration (2002) 
-.032 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects 
.063 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development 
.106 
Living on Campus 
-.064 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying 
-.016 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 
-.004 -.018 .061* 
Change in R~ .014 .010 .120** 
*p<. 05 **p<.01 ***/?<. 001 
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Table 51: Regression Block Entry: Pluralistic Orientation 
(Asian American students // = 214) Gains as DV 
Block I 
(beta) 
Block II 
(beta) 
Block III 
(beta) 
Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics 
Gender: Female -.008 -.005 -.027 
US. Citizen .121 .118 .157* 
Family Income -.038 .023 -.057 
First-Generation College Student -.065 -.058 -.052 
Block II - Pre-College Engagement 
Hish School GPA -.070 -.057 
Pre-College Academic Aspiration (2000) -.027 -.024 
SAT -.009 -.035 
His;h School Extra-curricular Activities .016 -.018 
High School Political Activities .039 .027 
Block III - College Experiences 
College Political Activities -.034 
Personal Interactions with Diverse Peers .033 
Co-Curricular Activities .041 
Participation in Diverse Programs .006 
Social Justice Emphasis Courses .059 
Academic Aspiration (2002) .016 
Assisted on Faculty Research Projects .036 
Faculty Took Interest in my Development .139 
Living on Campus .090 
Hours per Week Spent on Studying -.053 
Model Statistics 
Adjusted R2 -.001 -.016 -.022 
Change in R~ .018 .009 .042 
*p<. 05 **/;><.01 ***p<. 001 
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APPENDIX B 
THE FIGURES 
Figure 1: Conceptual Map of Research Question 1 
Time 1 Time 2 
Asian American Students’ Democratic 
Orientation 
• Social Justice Orientation 
• Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
• Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
• Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
• Social Leadership Abilities 
• Pluralistic Orientation 
Asian/Asian American Students’ Democratic 
Orientation 
• Social Justice Orientation 
• Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
• Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
• Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
• Social Leadership Abilities 
• Pluralistic Orientation 
. A 
Difference? Diffe rence? 
White Students’ Democratic Orientation 
• Social Justice Orientation 
• Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
• Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
• Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
• Social Leadership Abilities 
• Pluralistic Orientation 
..*_ 
White Students’ Democratic Orientation 
• Social Justice Orientation 
• Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
• Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
• Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
• Social leadership Abilities 
• Pluralistic Orientation 
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Figure 2: Conceptual Map of Research Question 2 
Time 1 
American Citizens 
Social Justice Orientation 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
Social Leadership Abilities 
Pluralistic Orientation 
Foreign-born Naturalized Citizens 
Social Justice Orientation 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
Social Leadership Abilities 
Pluralistic Orientation 
Foreign-born Permanent Residents 
Social Justice Orientation 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
Social Leadership Abilities 
Pluralistic Orientation 
Difference? 
Time 2 
American Citizens 
Social Justice Orientation 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
Social Leadership Abilities 
Pluralistic Orientation 
Difference? 
Foreign-born Naturalized Citizens 
• Social Justice Orientation 
• Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
• Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
• Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
• Social Leadership Abilities 
• Pluralistic Orientation 
Difference? 
Difference? 
Foreign-born Permanent Residents 
Social Justice Orientation 
Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
Social Leadership Abilities 
Pluralistic Orientation 
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Figure 3: Conceptual Model of Research Question 3 
Time 1 Time 2 
Asian American Students’ Democratic Asian/Asian American Students’ Democratic 
Orientation Orientation 
• Social Justice Orientation • Social Justice Orientation 
• Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy Difference? • Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
• Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives • Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
• Self-Efficacy for Social Change J • Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
• Social Leadership Abilities • Social Leadership Abilities 
• Pluralistic Orientation • Pluralistic Orientation 
Difference? 
White Students’ Democratic Orientation White Students’ Democratic Orientation 
• Social Justice Orientation • Social Justice Orientation 
• Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 1 r • Acceptance of Conflict in Democracy 
• Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives • Acceptance of Multiple Perspectives 
• Self-Efficacy for Social Change Difference? • Self-Efficacy for Social Change 
• Social Leadership Abilities • Social Leadership Abilities 
• Pluralistic Orientation • Pluralistic Orientation 
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Figure 4: Conceptual Model of Research Question 4 
Input (Students' Entry Characteristics) Environment 
(College Experiences) 
Student Background Characteristics 
(Block I) 
• Gender 
• Citizenship Status 
• First generation college student 
• Family Income 
Political & Social Engagement in 
High School (Block II) 
• High School Extracurricular Activities 
• High School Political Activities 
• High School GPA 
• SAT scores 
• Pre-College Academic aspiration 
Political & Social Engagement in 
High School (Block III) 
• Pre-Measurement of Outcome Variables 
Block IV 
• College Political Activities 
• Personal Interactions with 
Diverse Peers 
• Participation in Diversity 
Programs 
• Social Justice Emphasis 
Courses 
• Interaction with Faculty 
• Relationship with Faculty 
• Living Condition 
• Hours Spent on Studying 
Outcomes 
Democratic outcomes 
(Measured at Time 2) 
• Social Justice Orientation 
• Acceptance of Conflict in 
Democracy 
• Acceptance of Multiple 
Perspectives 
• Self-Efficacy for Social 
Change 
• Social Leadership Abilities 
• Pluralistic Orientation 
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Figure 5: Conceptual Model of Research Question 5 
Input 
(Students’ Entry Characteristics) 
Environment 
(College Experiences) 
Change 
(Difference between Pre- 
Measurement of Outcome Variables 
and Post-Measurement of Outcome 
Variables) 
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